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tudents of history are generally familiar with the early nineteenth-

century German historian and philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich

Hegel and his dialectic concept of history that holds the process or

progress of history is the result of conflict. The terms thesis, antithesis,
and synthesis have been used to describe the process of an existing idea or
movement—the thesis, coming in conflict with another idea or movement—
the antithesis, with the result being a new synthesis that will become the thesis
as it encounters yet another antithesis in the progress of history. The articles in
this issue of Utah Historical Quarterly seem to illustrate, at least to some degree,
the viability of Hegel’s idea as they describe circumstances and points of con-
flict that caused change and adaptation for earlier generations of Utahns.

The idea and practice of smoke farming is likely to raise questions of why
and how. Our first article presents an intriguing examination of the conflict
between Utah farmers and smelter operators and the surprising result as
smelter wastes were converted to fertilizers and the scientific agricultural
practices implemented on smelter-owned experimental farms all led to
significant changes in Utah agriculture. This article reminds us of the environ-
mental hazards that accompanied Utah’s early smelting industry, the conflict-
ing priorities between farmers and smelter operators, and how, out of this
dialectic, unforeseen adaptations and improvement occurred.

In our second article, which examines Chinese life in late nineteenth-century
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Salt Lake City, the clash of two peoples—described as white and Chinese—and
how it played out on the streets of downtown Salt Lake City. In a sense, it is as
though peoples from two different planets with little understanding of each other
came to occupy the same physical space. The degree to which these two groups
could accommaodate in matters of race, space, and life illustrates age old issues and
conflicts which are likely to always be fundamental in our human story.

Another figure in late nineteenth-century Utah history, Abiel Leonard, the
subject of our third article, was a man whose nearly sixteen year ministry as
Episcopalian Bishop of Utah, fell between those of two giants of the Utah and
national Episcopal church—Daniel S. Tuttle (1867-1883) and Franklin
Spenser Spalding (1903-1914). Nearly forgotten to history, Leonard, neverthe-
less, worked with care and dedication to provide the sacraments of baptism
and confirmation to hundreds, extend the church’s work among Native
Americans, provide support and guidance for clergy under his authority, find
common ground with leaders of other denominations, and to expand the
Utah Episcopalian institutions of St. Mark’s Hospital, Rowland Hall School,
and St. Mark’s Cathedral.

Our final article, centered in the difficult days of the Great Depression,
examines one group’s disillusionment with Franklin D. Roosevelt’s programs
that led to the endorsement for Union Party candidate William Lemke’s
placement on the 1936 presidential ballot in Utah. The old age pension initia-
tive, supported by Lemke and the Union Party, offered an attractive solution
to Utah’s senior citizens who struggled with the double burden of high
unemployment and latent age-discrimination during the 1930s.

This issue, then, offers a hearty and varied menu of substantial history that
considers issues of environment, agriculture, industry, race, discrimination,
society, religion, politics, and elections all spiced with a good dose of conflict.

OPPOSITE AND ABOVE: Photographs of two different Chinese dragons that participated in July
24th parades in Salt Lake City.
ON THE COVER: St. Mark’s Hospital Nurses.
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Smoke Farming: Smelting and
Agricultural Reform in Utah, 1900-1945

By MICHAEL A. CHURCH

ate in the summer of 1934, in a region bordering the western
slope of the Wasatch Mountains in Utah, a honeybee buzzed and
played erratically about a field of blooming alfalfa. Alighting on
blossom after blossom, the bee was collecting nectar from the pur-
ple, pod-like flowers and inadvertently pollinating the crop. Since 1900, the
growth of the bee industry in the state had benefited many farmers and
fruit growers. The bees’ thorough pollination of farm and fruit crops led to
substantial increases in crop yield in many cases. But in 1934 bees in the
alfalfa blossoms died. The buzzing that so pleased the beekeeper and the
farmer stopped and not only in the alfalfa fields but in a number of cereal
and vegetable crops, and especially in the fruit orchards. These losses of fruit
and crop yields continued until a dramatic loss of honeybees in the summer
of 1938, totaling 95 percent of the bee colonies in some counties, prompt-
ed the State Beekeepers Association to
demand a thorough investigation, which Wheatfield near Tooele belonging
began in 19401 to the International Smelting and

Already the 1930s had proven a difficult Refining company, July 10, 1915.

Michael A. Church is a processing and reference archivist at the Utah State Archives. This article is adapt-
ed from his Master’s Thesis completed in 2002 in the History Department at the University of Utah. The
author would like to thank Dean May, Eric Hinderaker, Robert Goldberg, Judson Calloway, Su Richards,
and especially David Igler for their comments.

* William Peterson, “History of Agriculture in Utah,” in Utah: A Centennial History (New York: Lewis
Historical Publishing Co., 1949), 173-74. A. P. Sturtevant, et al.,“A Further Report of Investigations of the
Extent and Causes of Heavy Losses of Adult Honeybees in Utah” unpublished report, 1945, William L.
Moran Papers, Utah State Historical Society.
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decade for the Utah farmer. Severe drought and falling commaodity prices
plagued Utah’s agriculture industry as they had farming and rural business-
es throughout the nation. In addition, insect pests such as the coddling
moth and alfalfa weevil were causing substantial damage to crops. Since the
late nineteenth century, Utah agriculturists were being pressured on a
number of fronts to commercialize the agricultural industry, and control-
ling insect pests became a central part of that effort. By 1910, local agricul-
tural scientists began campaigning extensively for the use of arsenic-based
agricultural sprays, like lead arsenate, which proved a relatively cheap,
quick, and effective remedy to the pest problem.

Simultaneous with these developments, the consolidation of Utah’s lead
and copper smelting industry around 1900 brought dramatic demographic
and environmental changes to the region. Chief among these changes was
the introduction of industrial wastes on a scale previously unknown to
Utah’s predominantly rural communities. When considered in the context
of the state’s commercializing agricultural industry, this increase of industri-
al wastes provides a crucial key to the Utah beekeepers’ problem and
underscores the importance of an emerging local economy linking arsenic-
based pesticides and arsenic-based industrial wastes. This article examines
the complex intercourse between farmers, smelter-men, and agricultural
scientists over smelter created pollution and its associated waste products in
the Salt Lake and Tooele valleys during the first four decades of the twenti-
eth century.

The introduction of lead and copper smelting to the fertile lands along
the Jordan River south of Salt Lake City began as early as the 1870s with
the construction of the Southern Utah Railroad in the valley. These early
smelting operations were small, independent, locally owned, and situated
adjacent to many small farms and pasturelands. One estimate totaled thirty-
four operating smelting plants in the valley in 1880. Local residents’
complaints of the smelters were common, even in this early period.

The significant legal conflicts over toxic emissions from nonferrous min-
eral smelters operating in the Salt Lake Valley were largely a reaction to the
rapid consolidation and growth of the smelting industry following Utah’s
statehood. In 1899 a newly formed national smelting trust—the American
Smelting & Refining Company (ASARCQO)—began consolidating the val-
ley’s smelting operations as it was doing elsewhere in the West. ASARCO
sought to eliminate competition in the industry by acquiring all of the
principal smelting operations in the United States. Already an important
center for custom smelting, the Salt Lake Valley, with its central location in

2 For the early history of smelting in the Salt Lake Valley see: Edgar M. Ledyard, “Early Mining and
Smelting South of Salt Lake City;” Ax-1-Dent-Ax,16 (May 1931); Wilbur H. Smith, “Smelters in Utah,
1854 to Present,” (unpublished typescript, Wilbur H. Smith Papers, Special Collections, Marriott Library,
University of Utah, 1978). Estimate of early smelter sites taken from Elroy Nelson,“The Mineral Industry:
A Foundation of Utah’s Economy,” Utah Historical Quarterly 31 (Summer 1963): 182. For examples of early
complaints against the smelters see American Eagle (Murray, Utah), September 4, 1897.
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the West, its close Table 1
proximity to three
prominent mining
camps (Tintic, Park
Clty, and Bingham), Salt Lake region, 1906
and easy access to
transcontinental

Operating non-ferrous smelters,

_ra”WayS, pr(_)Ved an Name Location Class Capacity

ideal location for

ASARCQO? opera- ASARCO Murray Lead 1500

t!OnS. By 1906 Only Bingham Cons.  Murray Copper 1000

f!Ve mineral requc_ USSRCO Bingham Junction Copper 1000

tion plants remained RS N . 2
mmgham Junction X -

along the Jordan ¥

River approximate- HigagdBay:  Mmy Copper 1000

ly eight to ten miles

south of Salt Lake City (see Table 1).2 Operating nonferrous smelters,

While the number of plants operating in  sait Lake region, 1906. This table
the Salt Lake Valley sharply declined, both s fom Ernest Thum, “smoke
ASARCO and its competitor, the United
States Smelting & Refining Company (USS-
RCO), built new, larger plants that dramati-
cally increased the roasting capacity of the
local industry. In 1902 ASARCO erected a 114> Capacity shown is in tons.
lead smelter on the eastern bank of the Jordan River near Murray. That
same year, USSRCO established a lead smelter also on the east bank of the
Jordan River at Bingham Junction (later Midvale) about three miles south
and west of the ASARCO site. A copper smelter was built at the site four
years later. Fervent competition for regional ore contracts between these
two smelter giants tended to keep prices down, which appealed greatly to
the mining companies of the region. The presence of two other smelters in
the Murray area, the Utah Consolidated’s Highland Boy and the Bingham
Consolidated, intensified the rivalry among the smelting companies.
Altogether, these five plants, two lead and three copper, increased the
amount of nonferrous ores smelted in the Salt Lake Valley twenty-fold—
from 288 tons of ore smelted daily in 1871 to more than six thousand tons
in 1906. All of the smelters were operating “with little or no regard for the
recovery of fume or dust” (see Table 2 ).

Litigation in Salt Lake Valley,”
Chemical& Metallurgical
Engineering (June 23, 1920):

¢ “Smelting Plants in Utah,” Engineering & Mining Journal, (July 15, 1911): 102; Isaac F. Marcosson,
Metal Magic: The Story of the American Smelting & Refining Company (New York: Farrar, Straus, 1949); James
E. Fell, Ores to Metals: The Rocky Mountain Smelting Industry (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1979),
225-54.

+ See Courtnay De Kalb, “Smelting Conditions at Salt Lake,” Mining & Scientific Press, (January 2, 1909):
23; Walter Renton Ingalls, “Lead and Copper Smelting at Salt Lake - 1,” Engineering & Mining Journal,
(September 21, 1907): 527-31; Ernest Thum, “Smoke Litigation in Salt Lake Valley,” Chemical &
Metallurgical Engineering (June 23, 1920): 1145.
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This  dramatic Table2
increase in roasting
capacity led to an
equally dramatic rise
in the smelters’ toxic Salt Lake region, 1914
emissions. The smelt-
ing of sulfur-bearing
lead and copper ores

Operating non-ferrous smelters,

released into the Name Location Class Capacity
atmosphere a number

of heavy metal dusts ASARCO Murray Lead 2000
(such as lead and USSRCO Midvale Lead 1250
arsenic) as well as GSCO Garfiled Copper 5000

sulfur dioxide gas
in large quantities.
Estimates in 1904 [SRCO Tooele Lead 1250
measured the sulfur
dioxide emissions alone at more than three operating nonferous smeiters,
thousand pounds daily. Once in the air, the sul-  sait L ake region, 1914. This table
fur dioxide gas reacted with moisture to pro-
duce sulfuric acid resulting in what we now
call *acid rain.” Falling on the surrounding
homes and fields, these airborne smelter wastes
burned and poisoned farmers’ crops and stock.®
In 1904 David McCleery and several other farmers in the Salt Lake
Valley brought and won the first smoke nuisance case, McCleery v. Highland
Boy, against the Highland Boy smelter. Encouraged by this victory, 409
other local farmers and residents brought a second suit (Godfrey v. ASAR-
CO) the following year against all of the valley’s smelters. This case sought
an injunction on smelting operations for claimed damages to more than

ISRCO Tooele Copper 1250

is from International Mining
Manual (Denver: Western Mining
Directory Co., 1914): 299-300.

Capacity shown is in tons.

° Deseret Evening News, Sept. 5, 1904; M. L. Quinn, “Early Smelter Sites: A Neglected Chapter in the
History and Geography of Acid Rain in the United States,” Atmospheric Environment 23 (1989): 1281-92.
The best description of the cause of the early Salt Lake Valley damage appears in John Widtsoe, “The
Relation of Smelter Smoke to Utah Agriculture,” The Agricultural College of Utah, Bulletin, 88 (1903). See
also, Godfrey v. American Smelting Refinery Co., 158 F. Rep. 227 (D. Utah 1907), (hereafter cited as Godfrey v.
ASARCO).

¢ Godfrey v. ASARCO: 225; For the relative position and importance of mining and agricultural indus-
tries in Utah’s economy see: Thomas G. Alexander, “Integration into the National Economy, 1896-1920,”
in Utah’s History, Richard D. Poll, ed. (Logan: Utah State University Press, 1989) and Rolland A Vandegrift
and Assoc., The Economic Dependence of the Population of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah (May 15, 1929), 4-5.
McCleery et al. v. Highland Boy, Fed. Reg. (June 10, 1904). The number of plaintiffs given here under esti-
mates the true extent of the conflict since it does not include out of court settlements. For example, see
the Utah Bee Keepers’ settlement, Deseret Farmer (April 13, 1907). For a more detailed description of these
early developments see: Brian P.Winterowd, “An Early Environmental Struggle: Pollution and the Murray
Smelters, 1900-1910,” (unpublished seminar paper, 1976, Wilber H. Smith Papers, Special Collections,
Marriott Library, University of Utah); John Lamborne and Charles Peterson, “Substance of the Land:
Agriculture v. Industry in the Smelter Cases of 1904 and 1906,” Utah Historical Quarterly 53 (Fall 1985):
314-28.

199



-
=
s
Q
o
3
3
<
o
z
8
o
2
3
o
w
<
<
5
z
g
=]
Z
Qo
2
o
2
|
E|

International Smelting and nine thousand acres.® In both cases, smelter
Refining Company hay stack officials decided not to challenge the farmers’
damage claims, but, citing their greater
economic benefit to the community and
claiming pollution controls to be commercially unfeasible, sought to
protect their right to operate despite the damage caused.’

On November 5, 1906, Salt Lake’s federal district court judge John Marshall
supported the farmers’ appeal for an injunction and forced the smelters to
implement pollution controls they had refused to apply voluntarily. The
Highland Boy and Bingham Consolidated smelters discontinued their opera-
tions in the Salt Lake Valley entirely, leaving control of the local industry to the
two largest smelters, ASARCO and USSRCO. Both of these smelters closed
briefly and then reopened after applying the necessary pollution controls.®

American Smelting and Refining Company immediately began con-
structing a filtration system called a “baghouse.” The baghouse was the most
common pollution abatement system for smelters at the time. The smelter’s
gas and metal laden emissions passed from the blast furnace into a flue and
then through a series of canvas filters that removed lead, arsenic, and other
solid particles. This system allowed the company to reuse the recovered
solid wastes in its operations or sell the wastes to a variety of manufacturers

near Tooele, July 3, 1916.

7 “Farmer v. Miner,” Mining & Scientific Press April 24, 1909: 567; ASARCO. v. Godfrey, 225 Deseret
Evening News October 20, 1904; Salt Lake Herald October 21, 1904; “Smelter Smoke Question in Utah,”
Engineering & Mining Journal (December 8, 1906): 1077;“Notes on Smoke Suits,” Mining & Scientific Press
(July 20, 1907): 90; “Smelter Smoke, with a discussion of methods for lessening its injurious effects,” Mining
& Scientific Press (November 23, 1907): 649.

¢ See Godfrey v. ASARCO: 241 for original decree entered by J. Marshall November 5, 1906.
Marshall’s decision enjoined each company from smelting ores with a sulfur content exceeding 10 per
cent, and from discharging arsenic in the form of small particles into the atmosphere. The decree was
open to modification, however, if any company could show that they could alter their operations so that
injury would not occur. USSRCO’s copper smelter would not resume operations until after 1910 due to
complications with the implementation of a baghouse filtration system. See Engineering & Mining Journal
(January 8, 1910): 91; Thum, “Smoke Litigation” 1145.
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on the open market. Because economic efficiency was the primary objec-
tive of all plant operations, ASARCO eventually sold the recovered chemi-
cal wastes to defray pollution control expenses. Future smelters in the
region would follow this practice as well, and ultimately several smelters
would begin manufacturing and distributing their own chemical products.®

Between 1906 and 1910, and simultaneous with Godfrey v. ASARCO, two
other smelters began operating in the valley. In August 1905, ASARCO began
constructing a copper smelter at Garfield, located between the southernmost
shore of the Great Salt Lake and the northernmost point of the Oquirrh
Mountains near the Salt Lake and Tooele county line. Allowed to operate out-
side of the pollution controls imposed on the Salt Lake smelters, ASARCO
chose this site largely because of its remoteness from farms and urban centers.*

An immediate reduction in the roasting capacity of the Salt Lake smelt-
ing industry was a direct result of the Godfrey litigation. In response to this
reduction, the Anaconda Copper Company (operating under the name of
International Smelting & Refining Company or ISRCQO) began construct-
ing a copper smelter in 1908 just west of the Oquirrh Mountains about
five miles east of the town of Tooele. The company added a lead smelter in
1915. Like the Garfield Smelting Company, ISRCO was able to operate
outside of the initial pollution controls imposed on the Salt Lake smelters
by locating its smelter near the Oquirrh Mountains where Pine Canyon in
particular provided a buffer zone for its toxic emissions.*

By 1908 following Godfrey v. ASARCO, all of the remaining smelters in
the Salt Lake valley had improved their operations considerably by filtering
and recovering their wastes or relocating to less populated areas. Still, dam-
ages and farmers’ appeals for reparations continued.*? Individual farmers
and farmers’ associations filed significant suits against the smelting compa-
nies in 1910, 1912, 1915, and 1916.** The most significant case, Anderson V.

° Engineering & Mining Journal (February 22, 1907); Thum, “Smoke Litigation,” 1145; G. B. Hansen,
“Industry of Destiny: Copper in Utah,” Utah Historical Quarterly 31 (Summer 1963): 227.

10 Salt Lake Tribune December 30, 1906;“American Smelting & Refining Company (Murray Plant), and
Garfield Smelting Company (Garfield Plant),” an ASARCO promotional pamphlet (Salt Lake City:
ASARCO, 1914); Marcosson, Metal Magic, 79 and 259; T. A. Rickard, The Utah Copper Enterprise, (San
Francisco: Abbott Press, 1919), 81.

“ Engineering & Mining Journal (April 20, 1910): 900; The Mining World (November 19, 1910): 943; Salt
Lake Mining Review (November 15, 1910): 20.

2 As early as 1910, the “farmers’ committee” in Godfrey v. ASARCO notified ASARCO with a letter of
their intent to reopen court proceedings, citing the Murray plant for numerous violations of the earlier
decree, and noting that “on visits of inspection, the smeltery was found to be operating twice in accordance
with the decree, and fifteen times contrary to it”” See Engineering & Mining Journal (April 9, 1910): 789.

 1bid. On March 21, 1910, filing in the federal district court of Utah, Walter Steadman, a farmer in the
Granger district, and thirteen others claimed damages to their crops and livestock earlier in 1908 and 1909
from the GSCO smelter. Immediately after opening in 1910, the ISRCO smelter also began to settle dam-
age claims with local farmers through cash settlements.By 1915 local farmers requested property tax
reductions from Tooele County as a result of lower value of their farms and pastures due to smelter pollu-
tion. See Ouida Blanthorn, A History of Tooele County, (Salt Lake City: Utah State Historical Society and
Tooele County Commission, 1998), 212-19. For further discussion of this smelter and its conflict with
local farmers see Mining, Smelting, and Railroading in Tooele County (Tooele: Tooele County Historical
Society, 1986): 71-81, 105-112.
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ASARCO, began in 1916
when John A. Anderson and
sixty other farmers of the
Salt Lake Valley brought a
suit against ASARCO and
USSRCO citing the same
grievances that earlier united
hundreds of the valley’s
farmers and residents in
Godfrey v.ASARCO.*

What initially had begun
as a disagreement over liti-
gants’ economic rights in the
earlier Godfrey case, evolved
between 1906 and 1916 into
complicated negotiations
International Smelting and over scientific evidence and authority in the
Refining Company farm near Anderson lawsuit. Prompted by the smelters’
defeat in Godfrey v. ASARCO and the contin-
ued threat of injunction from the valley’s
farmers, all four smelters (ASARCO, USSRCO, GSCO, ISRCO) turned
increasingly toward scientific arguments for their operations as their only
means of combating the continued damage claims. In its attempt to expand
its scientific and technological capital, ASARCO established a Department of
Smoke Investigations and a Department of Agriculture near its lead smelter
at Murray. Vying to protect its numerous plants in other states from similar
damage claims, ASARCO initiated the most extensive scientific research into
the nature of crop damage by sulfur dioxide during the first half of the twen-
tieth century. The company’s research established the standard of evidence
upon which many subsequent cases would be conducted.*

SHIPLER COLLECTION, UTAH STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

Tooele, August 19, 1918.

“1n the Salt Lake Valley, the Riverside Dairy & Stock Farm filed proceedings against ASARCO in
1912 for claimed damages in the previous year. In both Koompin v. ASARCO (1915), and Anderson V.
ASARCO (1916) farmers claimed damages from the smelters’ smoke during the previous three years. See
Engineering & Mining Journal, April 9, 1910; A. Street, “Damage Control by Smoke or Fumes,” Engineering
& Mining Journal February 17, 1917;“American Smelting Wins Another Smoke Case,” Salt Lake Mining
Review, October 30, 1916; The Riverside Dairy Co. v. American Smelting, 236 . Rep. 510 (D. Utah 1916);
Anderson v. American Smelting, 265 F. Rep. 928 (hereafter referred to as Anderson v. ASARCO); Riverside
Dairy v. ASARCO initially ruled for the plaintiff but was reversed on appeal in the circuit court in
October 1916. In Koompin, the court decided against the plaintiff citing “no cause for action” in
December 1916. See Anderson v.ASARCO, 930.

5 ASARCO alone controlled “in trust” smelting operations in six western states, in New Jersey, and in
Mexico. By the early 1920s its holdings would increase considerably to include plants in Idaho, Texas, and
Wiashington. See A. R. Dunbar, ed., International Mining Directory (Denver: Western Mining Directory Co.,
1903), and International Mining Manual (1914) for ASARCO’ and USSRCO’s national and international
holdings. See also Horace Daniel Marucci, “The American Smelting and Refining Company in Mexico,
1900-1925” (Ph. D. diss., Rutgers University, 1995). ASARCO modeled its research program after the
meticulous research methods established by the Selby Commission in 1913. For more on the Selby
Commission see Ligon Johnson, “History and Legal Phases of the Smelting Smoke Problem - I,”
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On their behalf, the farmers’ committee retained the services of George
J. Peirce, professor of botany at Stanford University. Peirce and a colleague
from Stanford, J. P. Mitchell, made thorough surveys of the vegetation of
the Salt Lake Valley in 1907, 1910, and 1914-15. Their findings formed the
core of the farmers’ evidence against the smelters in Anderson v. ASARCO.
In his “Report on the Injury to Vegetation due to Smelter Smoke in the
Salt Lake Valley, Utah,” Peirce denounced the smelters as “trespassing
neighbors” violating the farmer’s “natural right” to cultivate the soil at a
profit. Peirce concluded that the sulfur dioxide “can be controlled” but saw
the smelters as refusing to do so on account of the considerable cost
involved.*

The primary problem concerned sulfurous gasses. The abatement
controls implemented through the Godfrey decree focused largely on the
recovery of the dusts and trace metals in the fume through electrical pre-
cipitation and/or baghouse filtration systems. These operations cleansed the
sulfurous gasses of their smoky appearance and rendered the emissions from
the smelters’ stacks nearly invisible, but allowed the release of large amounts
of sulfur dioxide gas to continue.*

Two primary methods were available for abating the harmful effects of
the gases. The first sought to recover the waste sulfur dioxide through the
production of sulfuric acid, which could then be marketed to a wide variety
of industries for use in various commercial products. The second method
aimed at dispersing the gases into the air so they would never reach harmful
concentrations in any one area. Though the GSCO smelter instituted the
first approach with its creation of the Garfield Chemical and Manufacturing
Corporation in 1915, this method was not widely practiced in the American
West and the problem of gas diffusion rather than acid production com-
manded the attention of the majority of the regions’ smelters.*

Engineering & Mining Journal, (May 1917); A. E. Wells, “Results of Recent Investigations of the Smelter
Smoke Problem,” Industrial and Engineering Chemistry 9 (1917): 641; Robert Swain, “Smoke and Fume
Investigations: A Historical Review;” Industrial and Engineering Chemistry 41 (1949): 2386; and John D.
Wirth, Smelter Smoke in North America: The Politics of Transborder Pollution (Lawrence.: University Press of
Kansas, 2000), 46-48.

By this time, Peirce was an experienced research scientist familiar with the effects of smelter and
other smoke on vegetation. See American Men of Science: A Biographical Dictionary. 7th ed. s.v. “Peirce, Prof.
G(eorge) J(ames).”; Swain, “Smoke and Fume,” 2385; Donald MacMuillan, Smoke Wars: Anaconda Copper,
Montana Air Pollution, and the Courts, 1890-1920 (Helena: Montana Historical Society Press, 2000) and
George J. Peirce, “Report on the Injury to Vegetation due to Smelter Smoke in the Salt Lake Valley, Utah
in 1915,” (1915), 41, George J. Peirce Papers, Special Collections, Marriott Library, University of Utah.

7 Johnson, “History and Legal Phases - 1,” 879-80; Wells, “Recent Investigations,” 641; Swain, “Smoke
and Fume,” 2386.

B A, E. Wells, metallurgist for the United States Bureau of Mines, stated in an account of smelter
research at this time, abatement through acid production was not the industry’s primary focus: “Two of the
largest copper smelters of the west, namely Anaconda and Garfield [GSCO], have recently made heavy
investments in acid plants. However, many plants are situated at such great distances from the markets for
[acid based] products that only a comparatively small amount of the available sulphur dioxide can be
utilized. It is recognized that although the amount of the waste sulphur gases that will be utilized on com-
mercial products will be steadily increasing, yet for many years to come the smelters will be obliged to
waste large quantities of sulphur dioxide into the atmosphere. Thus, investigations are in progress to deter-
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To facilitate research of crop damage, ASARCO established several
extensive experimental farms in the vicinity of its smelters. These farms
typically consisted of a few hundred acres of land situated within the smoke
stream emanating from smelter stacks. The smelter’s agricultural researchers
divided the land into small individual plots where every kind of commer-
cial and garden crop grown in the region was cultivated. Wood framed cab-
inets covered with thin sheets of celluloid were set over the test plots and
then large fans blew smelter fume over the plants, fumigating them with
sulfur dioxide under controlled light, temperature, and humidity condi-
tions. Each fumigated plot was measured against a “check plot™ left free of
the gasses. In 1915 alone, ASARCO conducted more than three thousand
five hundred experimental farm plots in the Salt Lake Valley.*

Through this research, ASARCO scientists were able to correlate sulfur
dioxide damage to vegetation according to four environmental factors: (1)
temperature above 40 degrees Fahrenheit, (2) relative humidity above 70
percent, (3) wind prevalency at three hours or more, (4) sunlight. These
four factors constituted the critical weather conditions during which, if all
were to appear coincidentally, damage was most likely to occur with sulfur
dioxide levels at or above one part per million parts of air. Sulfur dioxide
concentrations under that level, researchers asserted, would do no harm to
plants, even during those periods in which conditions were most favorable
for damage. These findings initiated an intense effort on the part of
ASARCO’ smelter managers at Murray to record weather conditions at all
hours of the day and night around the smelter and within the “smoke
paths” defined by the smelter’s fume. When the four critical conditions
favorable for damage appeared together, the smelter would halt operations
until those conditions passed, lowering the concentrations of sulfur dioxide
in the air below the amount favorable to bleaching.* Both USSRCO and
ISRCO followed ASARCO’ model for scientific mitigation of smelter
smoke conflicts, though on a less dramatic scale.

Yet negotiating a definition of damage was far more difficult than this

mine how, under different climatic and topographic conditions, these volumes of sulphur dioxide...can be
discharged into the atmosphere without causing injury to vegetation in the surrounding country.” Wells,
“Recent Investigations,” 640. See also The Salt Lake Mining Review 17 (Dec. 1915): 9-11, and Swain,
“Smoke and Fume,” 2387-88.

9 \Wells, “Recent Investigations,” 641; Thum, “Smoke Litigation,” 1145-47. Additional published
accounts of the experiment stations include: Johnson, “History and Legal Phases of the Smelting Smoke
Problem - I1,” Engineering & Mining Journal (May 1917): 924-26; Swain, “Smoke and Fume,” 2384-88;
John D.Wirth, Smelter Smoke, 46-48.

2 \Wells, “Recent Investigations,” 642-43. At night, however, the smelters ran at far higher levels of SO,
output, since the vegetation was more resistant at that time. These operations comprised ASARCO’s “sea
captain theory” of damage control. See Swain,“Smoke and Fume,” 2386.

2 For instance, ISRCO established its own weather station with various recording instruments in 1910
six months before opening its plant, and by 1916 cultivated hundreds of acres of cropland around their
smelter to measure their impact on the local vegetation. One author stated, “the [International] smelter
went to great lengths to make sure local farmers either would not, or could not, sue for damages. Weather
stations, agricultural surveys, land options and outright purchase helped to protect the plant from the
smoke farmers.” See Mining, Smelting, and Railroading in Tooele County, 106-07, 111.
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portrait would sug-
gest.  For the
smelters, only “visi-

ble” alterations in the
appearance of a plant
were accepted as |
damage and, hence,
only that level of sul-
fur dioxide necessary
for producing “visi-
ble” damage was
considered pollution.
Further, according to
ASARCO research-
ers, there was no
discernible difference
between visible sul- [
fur dioxide “blea- ‘e senEy
ching” and damage resulting from other caus- 1rsco’s Agricultural Department
es such as insects or disease. On the Other garr assay one of their oat fields
hand, Professor Peirce held that chronic
exposure of vegetation to even extremely low
levels of sulfur dioxide would decrease the
plant’s ability to manufacture its own food
and thus result in a measurable decrease in 1916

crop yield, or “invisible injury”” These oppos-

ing perceptions of damage would reside at the center of all future negotia-
tions between farmers and smelter operators over claims for damages to
farm crops, and eventually lead the smelter operators to establish their own
agricultural extension programs.

The insistence of the ASARCO researchers that “invisible injury” did
not exist pointed, for Peirce, to a “fundamental error” in the entire research
program at the Murray research station. Although advocates of the ASAR-
CO investigations pointed out that each experimental plot fumigated with
sulfur dioxide was carefully checked against a plot not so fumigated, for
Peirce, this was clearly not true. He claimed that since all of the experi-
mental plots were located within the vicinity of the smelter, all of the plants
were “more or less polluted with SO,.” In addition, Peirce routinely
criticized the smelters’ officials’ dramatic displays of scientific authority as
coercive exhibitions of economic power. Peirce considered the tremendous
economic disparity between the farmers and the smelters to be a formative

for comparison with local farm-
ers’ oat yields just west of their

smelter near Tooele, Utah, June

2 Anderson v. ASARCO, 933-5; Peirce, “Report on the Injury;” (1915): 40. In this case only correlative
factors, such as the geographic position of crops relative to the smelters and recorded climatic data and gas
levels, could indicate whether damage could possibly be attributable to smelter emissions
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influence in the outcome of this conflict and saw the smelters’ owners’

claims to scientific authority as a pretense for ignoring the damage.

Condemning the ASARCO studies in his reports, Peirce wrote:
All that the Experimental Farms now show, so far as | am aware, is that at a cost which
the average farmer cannot undertake, certain plants may be made to yield so and so
much in spite of atmospheric pollution. The average farmer obtains lower yields. His skill is
undeniably less, in most instances, than that of the staff of the Experimental Farms; so
also is his investment. But he is nonetheless entitled to the fruits of his labor untress-
passed upon by his neighbor.”%

Salt Lake’s federal district judge Tillman Johnson did find the smelters at
fault in a few instances. Ultimately, however, he decided in favor of
ASARCO? narrow definition of “visible” damage, precluding the far more
pervasive injuries described by Peirce and demonstrating the ultimate suc-
cess of the smelters’ scientific research programs to the Anderson case.? But
to Judge Johnson the ASARCO research and experiment stations in the
Salt Lake Valley embodied more than a successful smelter smoke study, in
the process the smelters’ programs demonstrated the beneficial application
of superior scientific agricultural practices to local farming problems. Most
farmers, however, were not similarly impressed. Judge Johnson concluded
his decision in Anderson v. ASARCO by remarking on the local farmers’
lack of enthusiasm for the smelters’ demonstrations of progressive, scientific
farming: “It is unfortunate that the plaintiffs and other farmers of the com-
munity have not taken more interest in the experimental farms of the
defendants, and profited by the information acquired in the operation of
said farms...”’®

In his decision, Judge Johnson clearly acknowledged the parallels
between local conflicts over smelter generated pollution and a simultaneous
movement for the scientific reform of local agricultural practice. The smelt-
ing companies themselves had long recognized these parallels. To demon-
strate that much of the damage attributed to smelter smoke was actually a
result of poor farming methods, several smelters initiated agricultural

% |bid.

% bid; Judge Tillman Johnson did recognize the need to further pollution controls, in some cases, to
decrease the frequency of the few cases of visible damage still occurring. Johnson’s decision reinforced a
belief in technological progress and rested confidently in the hope that “in the application of new knowl-
edge” a means could be discovered to ameliorate the smelters’ noxious fume. In 1920, the year Anderson v.
ASARCO was decided, the court appointed Robert Swain, Stanford professor of chemistry and long-time
smelter smoke researcher, commissioner of smelter smoke investigations in the Salt Lake Valley to oversee
the development of a new pollution control regime for the valley’s smelters. Through a study that lasted
from January 1920 to February 1921, Swain found ASARCO?s dispersion controls of tall stacks and high
gas temperatures the best available means for solving the problem. As ASARCO had been implementing
these controls since 1918, Swain found them currently not at fault and suggested that the USSRCO
smelter be forced to take the same approach. See Robert Swain,“A Report on an Investigation of Smelter
Operations and Field Conditions in the Salt Lake Valley” (unpublished report presented to the United
States District Court at Salt Lake City, Utah, February 28, 1921), Special Collections, Merrill Library, Utah
State University. See also “Swain’s Report on Smoke in Salt Lake Valley,” Chemical & Metallurgical
Engineering 24 (March 1921): 464-65.

% Anderson v. ASARCO, 937, 940.
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reform campaigns, which LOOKING FOR DIVIDENDS
would simultaneously

facilitate their own pro-
duction and distribution
of chemical based farm
products.

At the outset of these
conflicts, the smelter
officials were, in most
cases, unable to prove
that they did not cause
all the damage charged
by the farmer. Instead of
challenging the farmers’
claims, most of the
smelter companies
resorted to paying cash Since the Mormon Farmer Can No Longer Farm the Smelters, He Asks
settlements. American - —- ot From n- Aioriden:

Smelting and Refining Company’s legal smelter advocates lash out at
counsel, Ligon Johnson, however, contended ocas farmers after the decision in
that such attempts to “buy peace” only g, uqey v ASARCO. The sait
encouraged new and unsubstantiated damage
claims from the farmers: “As smoke suits
began to multiply plant managers, not knowing how much damage was
actually done to vegetation by smoke, were forced into paying damages that
resulted only in creating a class of ‘smoke farmers.”’?

The smelter men’s contemptuous attitude toward the local agrarian
opposition was most succinctly embodied in their caricature the “smoke
farmer.” Smelter men throughout the West often used the pejorative
expression “smoke farming” to describe what they saw as a growing prac-
tice among farmers to unknowingly blame or intentionally blackmail the
smelters. Ligon Johnson’s assessment of the farmers’ role in these conflicts
represents a point of view common in smelting and mining circles: “Their
idea of farming was to let their places grow up on weeds and collect from
the damages for conditions which, if later developed, were not remotely
attributable to smelting operations; but the farmers once having been paid,
insisted on continued payments. The price of peace was rising above the
possible profits of smelting operations.”*

Lake Tribune, December 28, 1906.

% Johnson, “History and Legal Phases - 11,” 924.

7 |bid. After the 1906 injunction, “science” became a central concept in public negotiations of social-
cultural identity. While the “smoke farmer” caricature was a product of western smelter-farmer conflicts
in general, in the Utah media it took on a decidedly local significance. For example, in 1907 when both
the Salt Lake Tribune and the Salt Lake Mining Review reported on farming conditions in the south Salt
Lake Valley, each used a familiarity with scientific practices to discriminate between a Mormon and a non-
Mormon identity—correlating non-scientific practices with a Mormon affiliation, and scientific practices
with a non-Mormon affiliation. Ultimately, this stereotype exploited an exaggerated distinction between
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Poignant local expressions of this concept appeared frequently in the Salt
Lake Mining Review as well. An article from 1915 stated:

A dry hot summer appears for the farmer, just as it would have appeared had there not
been a smelter within a thousand miles. His crops are failures, as are those of his neigh-
bors for fifty miles around. But those at a distance are not so fortunate as he. For it is no
longer necessary for him to work through the winter to recoup his losses. Instead he
sees a lawyer. And soon we read of another suit because of “ruined crops.”#

But these portraits exaggerate the farmers’ intent to extort money from
the smelters. According to contemporary agricultural agents, in most cases
where a farmer’s damage claims against a smelter did prove unjustified, they
resulted from the farmer’s misunderstanding of the true origin of his crop
damage rather than an attempt at willful extortion. Consequently, much of
the criticism aimed at farmers after the Godfrey v. ASARCO decision in
1906 focused on the farmers’ deficient understanding of crops and their
associated problems.*

Soon after Godfrey v. ASARCO, the smelter men and their advocates
began to insist that the poor condition of the farmers’ crops was not, in
most cases, a result of the smelters’ waste, but of the farmers’ nonscientific
practices. Local mining papers began to corroborate this view in numerous
articles. In a 1907 article on the valley’s smoke problem, the Salt Lake
Mining Review introduced Mr. E. M. Baker, a lifetime resident and farmer of
Sandy: “Mr. Baker states that he and his brother never have suffered a bad
crop on their farms, for the reason that they have farmed in as scientific a
manner as it is possible for men in these enlightened times to farm” [italics added].
“Bad luck for a farmer,” the article continues, “may mean more than bad

Mormon farmers and gentile miners which had divided the Salt Lake community since Colonel Patrick
Connor’s militant mining campaign against the influence of the Mormon church in the 1870s. While
debates in the public media reinforced a perceived Mormon/non-Mormon opposition, in reality the con-
flict frequently cut across religious boundaries creating unconventional alliances which defied such stereo-
typical notions of identity. Ultimately, though the local media presented it as such, the smelter smoke con-
flict in the Salt Lake region was not a conflict between Mormons and non-Mormons. The majority of the
farmers in the valley were certainly Mormon, yet many Mormons worked at the smelters as well, and
many Mormon agricultural scientists allied with the smelters on scientific issues. See my previous work,
“The Cultural Dynamics of Smelter Smoke Pollution in the Salt Lake Valley, 1897-1920" (paper presented
at the 49th Annual Meeting of the Utah State Historical Society, August 24, 2001 and on file at the Utah
State Historical Society Library).

% Salt Lake Mining Review (November 30, 1915): 18. While professional mining journals and associa-
tions (national, regional, and local) provided an elaborate technical and political support network for the
smelters, farmers opposition groups were much more isolated. Although farmers allied with each other
through “committees” and drew upon local resources such as horticultural clubs, social clubs, religious
organizations, and county and state governmental agencies, for the most part they lacked the highly orga-
nized, broadly based communication networks that the scientific and technical societies and publications
facilitated for the smelters.

2] base this assessment on the conclusions of the county extension agents and independent researchers
who had first hand experience with local farmers and their damage problems. Here | specifically refer to
Raymond Pool’s case studies in Swain,“A Report on an Investigation,” 29-124; and H. J.Webb, agricultur-
al extension agent for Salt Lake County, and his annual reports. See H. J. Webb, “Annual Report of Work
in Salt Lake County, 1915 (Extension Service Records, Special Collections, Merrill Library, Utah State
University); and appendix in Charles Peterson, “Agriculture in Salt Lake County, 1890-1920" (unpublished
typescript, Special Collections, Marriott Library, University of Utah, 1980).
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USSRCO'’s agricultural display at
the Utah State Fair, October 1917.
All products were raised at the
USSRCO Winchester Demonstration
Farm near Midvale. These pho-
tographs are two of five frames
required to capture the entire

display.

luck, it may mean bad man-
agement.” And bad manage-
ment is attributable to “care-
lessness or ignorance.”*

To support this argument,
the smelters used their exper-
imental farms as demonstra-
tion farms calculated to
undermine local farmers’
credibility. ASARCO’s
Department of Agricultural
Research pioneered this
approach to conflict resolu-
tion in the Salt Lake region.
Implementing an agricultural
reform program and public
relations campaign meant
appropriating many nearby
farms and hiring farm exten-
sion agents to spread agricul-
tural reform through the community. Smelter researchers used the most
modern agricultural methods available to grow a remarkably successful
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“*“Farmers and Smelter Smoke,” Salt Lake Mining Review (December 15, 1907): 20-21. It is very inter-
esting to note here that while local and regional mining journals were strong advocates for the Salt Lake
smelters, local agricultural journals did not support the Salt Lake farmers. As late as 1904, according to
Utah Agricultural College’s director John Widtsoe, Utah had no single, reliable journal devoted to agricul-
ture: “While other states less thickly populated and with much less agricultural wealth... have from two to
fifty publications devoted to agriculture... this state stands alone in having no publication of this character.”
Widtsoe, “The Deseret Farmer,” Deseret Farmer (July 14, 1904): 4. Once Widtsoe established such a paper
in 1904, however, it remained almost entirely aloof from the Salt Lake farmers’ crisis. Between 1904 and
1909 at the very height of the smoke conflict in the Salt Lake Valley, Widtsoe’s journal, the Deseret Farmer,
published only three articles, all of marginal importance, that even mentioned the existence of a “smoke
problem.” The reason for this silence likely stemmed from Utah agricultural scientists’ own struggle for
authority—a struggle which put science and personal character at the forefront of a debate over local agri-
cultural practices, and in many ways reinforced the smelters’ own “scientific” reform efforts. Deseret Farmer,
April 13, 20, and June 1, 1907. Of local non-agricultural journals, the Deseret News provided the best
forum for farmers’ grievances, but relied on an economic, rather than a scientific, defense.
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array of crops within the smoke district and set an unrealistic standard of
farm operation (because it was much too expensive for the small farmer)
which they expected the farmers themselves to follow with an unqualified
allegiance.®

The other smelters followed ASARCQO?s lead. Even prior to opening its
plant in 1910, ISRCO employed a team of agricultural scientists to examine
local agricultural conditions and later they conducted extensive farming in
the region to discredit the local farmers’ damage claims. Likewise, USSRCO
acquired a nearby 180-acre farm previously owned by James Winchester for
its experimental crops. According to a future USSRCO report, this farm
(known as the Winchester Demonstration Farm by 1921) eventually pro-
duced “a dozen varieties of wheat, 44 kinds of forage crops, 9 varieties of
potatoes; oats, barley, rice, hemp and garden truck of all kinds. Even soy
beans, flax, buckwheat and cotton were grown.” Litigation over smoke dam-
age attributed to the Garfield smelter resulted in a seventy-acre ASARCO
demonstration farm in that vicinity where the smelter raised barley, corn,
wheat, oats, and eventually a herd of prize winning dairy cattle.*

The United States Smelting and Refining Company exploited the suc-
cess of its experimental crops for its public relations potential, as did the
other smelters with their own crops and stock. Entering its produce in the
county and state agricultural fairs, USSRCO attempted to obviate the crit-
icisms of the valley’s farmers by using its smelter wastes to help produce
attractive salable commodities. USSRCO claimed to have “raised and
exhibited over one-hundred different products each year.” In 1916, one
metallurgical journal reported “The United States [smelting] company has
received an unusual number of awards at the Utah State Fair, . . . on stock,
vegetables, grain, etc., raised on its farm.” The elaborate agricultural exhibi-
tions, which the smelters held at the local fairs, celebrated the apparently
superior, scientific methods used at the smelters’ farms. However, smelters
like USSRCO failed to reveal that their toxic emissions were frequently
“burning” or poisoning their own crops.®

 Anderson v. ASARCO, 933-35.

% Mining, Smelting, and Railroading, 111; James and Elizabeth Winchester were owners of the first patent-
ed homestead in Utah. This farm lay at the center of the Salt Lake Valley just northeast of where the USS-
RCO smelters would be built in 1902. By 1906 the Winchesters claimed that persistent crop damage by
smelter smoke forced them to abandon this farm, which USSRCO soon purchased. To the contrary, USS-
RCO claimed poor crops on this farm resulted not from smelter smoke, but from the land having been
“worked almost continually since Mormon settlement without regard to crop rotation or adequate fertil-
ization.” See “Winchester Family History” (family history file, Murray City Archive, Murray, Utah);
“American Smelting & Refining Company’s Smoke Investigations,” Metallurgical & Chemical Engineering,
(December 5, 1917): 682; Johnson, “History and Legal Phases - 1,” 879-80; Swain, “Smoke and Fume,”
2386; Thum, “Smoke Litigation,” 1145-46; C. A. Nelson, “Smelters,” in Midvale History, 1851-1979, ed.
Maurine C. Jensen (Midvale, Utah: Midvale Historical Society, 1979): 232-37; Ax-I-Dent-Ax (May 1929):
37-38. For GSCO’ farm see Wirth, Smelter Smoke, 123; Marcosson, Metal Magic, 259-60.

= Ax-1-Dent-Ax (May 1929): 37; Engineering & Mining Journal 102 (1916): 728. For example, Robert
Swain’s 1921 report on the field conditions of the Salt Lake Valley noted: “a rather severe case of sulphur
dioxide discoloration was noted on the Winchester Demonstration Farm on Tuesday, August 3rd, the most
severely marked area [being] in the sugar beets just north of Winchester Road.” Earlier, the same investiga-
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As the developments mentioned above clearly show, the smelters’ exten-
sive research and development programs played a dual role in these con-
flicts. First, once the US district court forced the smelters to abate their
pollution or face a permanent injunction (as in Godfrey v. ASARCO), the
smelter companies initiated programs to discover the most economically
feasible method of abating their pollution. Second, the smelters’ research
programs were calculated efforts to disarm local farmers’ criticism by dis-
crediting their damage claims—most often through a demonstration of
superior “scientific”” farming practices. The complementary nature of these
scientific programs is perhaps best illustrated in the smelters’ research,
development, and marketing of various farm products—mainly pesticides.
These products not only provided the most commercially feasible outlet for
the smelters’ noxious wastes (such as sulfur dioxide gas, arsenic, and other
metallic dusts), but also embodied the smelters’ scientific critique of local
farmers’ practices.*

In March 1888 the Utah territorial legislature approved the organization of
an agricultural college for the state in accordance with the 1862 Morrill Act.
This act granted public lands to states and territories for establishing institu-
tions for mechanical and agricultural instruction. The legislature also called for
the creation of “an agricultural experiment station to conduct original
researches” in connection with the college. The federal mandate for experi-
ment stations, which Congress passed as part of the Hatch Act in 1887, called
for such stations to “promote scientific investigation and experiment respect-
ing the principles and applications of agricultural science” and to advocate the
scientific reform of traditional agricultural methods and the farmers who
practiced them. The scientific reform agenda of the Utah Agricultural

tor found that “the lucern on the Winchester Demonstration Farm . . . was also very noticeably discolored
by sulphur dioxide. The markings there were even more prominent and distinct than they were in the field
belonging to Mr. Norvich [an adjacent farm]. The lucern on the Demonstration farm was being pastured
by hogs, and those animals were rapidly reducing the conspicuous features of the injury” Swain, “A
Report on an Investigation,” 63, 78.

*While sustained local opposition to smelter pollution in the Salt Lake region had prompted ASAR-
CO into extensive research into the viability of the production and marketing of sulfur based commercial
fertilizers in Utah since 1907, this practice was not widely followed by Utah smelters. Up to that time,
high transportation costs resulting from the western states’ isolation from industrial centers (especially the
Intermountain West) made the cost of commercial fertilizers prohibitive. Though ASARCO apparently
never manufactured its own line of agricultural fertilizers (as did many other western smelters), by 1916 its
managers clearly recognized the commercial potential for its sulfur dioxide gas as a locally manufactured
agricultural supplement and its potential for disarming the continuing local crisis over the smelter’s pollu-
tion. At this time ASARCO clearly began experimenting with the application of various forms of sulfur to
local crops precisely to establish its value as fertilizer for western farmers. Further, the numerous sulfuric
acid plants it established at the GSCO plant, beginning in 1915, were definitely selling the acid to fertilizer
manufactures by the 1950s. Although it is difficult to uncover the actual short or long-term effect this
development had on local farming practices, this research offers another example of ASARCO?s challenge
to local “smoke farmers” by powerfully advocating a scientific, chemical based method of farm operation
calculated to provide an economically viable outlet for its harmful gas and metallic wastes. For western
smelters’ manufacture of fertilizers see William F. Kett, “The Relationship of Copper Mining to the
Fertilizer Industry,” The Fertilizer Green Book 2 (1930): 19-30. See also Wirth, Smelter Smoke, 32-35, and
Wells,“Results of Recent Investigations,” 645.
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College (UAC) and experiment stations provided the basis for the creation
of the county farm extension programs a few years later.*

Though the UAC was distinguished most for its advancements in irriga-
tion and dry farming research during these years, an increasing emphasis on
the commercialization of Utah agriculture led to a greater concentration
on reducing crop damage by insects and disease. Consequently, the college
expanded its attempts to develop effective control methods for these pests.
Further, while the UAC was carrying out its federal mandate for agricul-
tural reform, Utah’s state legislature worked to standardize local responses
to crop pests and disease. Compelling the legislature was the same growing
interest in the commercialization of the state’s agricultural industry. A com-
mercial agricultural system depended on secure trade networks with neigh-
boring states. Many states, including Utah, however, were enacting laws
against the importation of potentially infested or diseased agricultural prod-
ucts. To guarantee a consistently high-quality farm product capable of
meeting neighboring states’ importation requirements as well as to improve
statewide agricultural yields, beginning in 1894 the legislature passed a
series of laws to standardize pest control practices. That year saw the first
law requiring the spraying of fruit trees. Two years later, the legislature cre-
ated the State Board of Horticulture and a statewide regime for orchard
spraying at the county level. By 1917 the growing problem with crop pests
led to the reorganization of the state’s Board of Horticulture as the Crops
and Pests Commission (CPC) and the expansion of the state’s pest control
regime to include all farm crops, not just orchards.*

The most common causes of damage to crops such as wheat, corn, pota-
toes, alfalfa, beets, apples, peaches, and pears derived from insect pests such as
coddling moth, mites, peach tree and twig borer, woolly aphis, and weevil,
and diseases like pear blight, scale, smut, and fire blight.Yet, it was frequently
beyond many farmers’ abilities to tell the difference between these or dam-
age by smelter smoke. In an annual report on extension activities in Salt
Lake County in 1915, recently appointed farm extension agent H. J.\WWebb
underscored this fact and summarized the complex nature of the conflicts
when he reported that “Farmers were honest in their convictions, but were
largely ignorant of the real cause of most of their trouble, although they in
many instances justly had complaint against the smelters.”

% Utah: A Centennial History, 194, 198, 201, 219-20; US Statutes at Large, vol. XXIV, 400; Peterson,
“Agriculture in Salt Lake County,” 121. In 1896, the year Utah achieved statehood, the newly formed state
legislature appropriated $1,500 annually to facilitate the creation of annual agricultural reform programs,
called “farmers’ institutes,” for all Utah provinces. Agricultural extension offices had been established in
only a few counties by 1911, but by 1914 federal funding through the Smith-Lever Act subsidized the
expansion of permanent extension programs throughout the state. Salt Lake County received its first per-
manent farm extension agent in August of that year, as did Tooele County.

% Utah State Crops and Pest Commission, Biennial Report of the State Crops and Pests Commission, 1919-
1920 (Salt Lake City, 1920): 21-27.

3 Deseret Farmer June 29, 1904, and March 28, 1908; Swain, “Report on an Investigation,” 18; H. J.
Webb, “Annual Report,” (1915).

212



SMOKE FARMING

The tendency for farm-
ers to indiscriminately g - A s
attribute all crop damage to e i
sulfuric acid burning or & &
arsenical poisoning from = 77T 6y
the smelters was one of the - o 2
most difficult obstacles fac- - :;%_
ing UAC scientists and state 13
pest inspectors in their f
effort to reform local agri- -~
cultural practices, precisely e s R i
because such beliefs allowed e
the real causes of the dam- Altogether They Ought to Wake Him up!
age to continue unchecked.

The cover illustration of the Deseret Farmer utan’s agricultural scientists
on June 29, 1907, expresses quite bluntly the express their frustration at
frustration felt by UAC scientists on this
issue. The most prominent instance of this
tendency involved a three-year potato blight,
which grew considerably worse because of many farmers’ reluctance to
consider any origin for the damage other than the smelters’ fume. In 1915,
after identifying the true cause of the damage as a fungus, H. J. Webb
reported: “this was the first systematic work done in the county along that
line, so the farmers were suddenly awakened from smelter damage entirely
to realistic causes.”*

Similarly, an investigative commission established by court order in the
Anderson v. ASARCO litigation conducted a thorough analysis of the causes
of crop damage in the Salt Lake Valley in 1921. Investigators found crops
such as alfalfa, apples, pears, and beets heavily damaged by insects and dis-
ease, though farmers were quick to attribute the damage to smelter smoke.
Regarding damage from fire blight, the most common cause of damage to
apples and pears, an investigator reported: *“I understand that the agricultur-
al experts for the smelting companies have had considerable difficulty in
their educational campaign in the valley with reference with this particular
disease. The extreme effects of the disease are very readily taken as evidence
of smoke damage by the average layman, although the symptoms when
considered in their entirety have little in common with the effects of sul-
phur dioxide.”*

The recommended treatment for the prevention of many of these pests
was an arsenic based insecticide spray. In the late nineteenth century the
most widely used insecticide in the United States was Paris Green, a copper
and arsenic based compound initially invented as a green pigment for

reforming Utah farmers. The

Deseret Farmer, June 19, 1907.

* |bid. On Salt Lake County potato blight see Johnson, “History and Legal Phases - I1,” 926.
% Swain, “Report on an Investigation,” 101.
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paints but, after 1867, was increasingly used as an insecticide against the
Colorado potato beetle. By the early 1900s, however, the outbreak of the
gypsy moth (which had built up a resistance to Paris Green) prompted the
development of an even more effective arsenic based insecticide—Iead
arsenate—the most popular and effective of all insecticides prior to the
development of DDT during World War [1.%

In Utah, both of these insecticides were in use by the early 1900s.
Arsenical insecticides were quick, effective, and widely advocated by UAC
scientists and state pest inspectors. Still, improper use of these chemicals
could result in burned crops and poisoned soils similar to those caused by
the smelters’ untreated emissions. For this reason, as well as their high cost,
the majority of local farmers were apprehensive about using them. Yet by
1907, the Utah State Board of Horticulture began requiring the use of
arsenical sprays where it deemed appropriate. In part, its statute read: “It
shall be the duty of every owner, possessor, or occupant of any orchard...to
spray all bearing apple and pear trees for codling moth with an arsenical
spray, prescribed by the Board of Horticulture, as soon as the blossoms fall
and before the calyxs cups close.”*

This increased demand for arsenical based insecticides in Utah and the
surrounding western states presented an ideal opportunity for the local
smelters. Arsenic was one of the primary pollutants of pre-1907 smelter
operations in the Salt Lake region. After Godfrey v. ASARCO forced the
smelters to abate their arsenical pollution in 1907, the smelters turned pri-
marily to bag filtration systems to collect the arsenic and other metallic
dusts from their fume and began to seek viable markets for the by-products
to recover their pollution control costs.*

Nevertheless, the first appearance of commercial arsenical sprays in Utah
came through manufacturers in the eastern United States and their local
distributors. Large advertisements for “lead arsenate” and other arsenic and
sulfur based insecticides began to appear weekly in 1907 in the state’s pre-
mier agricultural journal the Deseret Farmer. Local produce purchasing and
distribution businesses were among the first local distributors of these
arsenical sprays, obtaining them predominantly from eastern manufacturers.
According to the CPC, however, prior to 1919, local drug stores remained
the primary source for plain white arsenic, but the supply was limited and
the price high, averaging fifty to seventy cents per pound.*

“ James Whorton, Before Silent Spring: Pesticides and Public Health in Pre-DDT America (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1974), 20-24.

“For the nation-wide controversy over the use of these sprays see Whorton, Before Silent Spring, and
Steven Stoll, The Fruits of Natural Advantage: Making the Industrial Countryside in California (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1998), 121; Deseret Farmer, March 28, 1908.

2 See EY. Robinson, “Arsenic,” in The Marketing of Metals and Minerals (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1925), 13-20. See Swain, “Report on an Investigation,” 197 for specific use of recovered arsenic in
Salt Lake smelters.

“ A few of the early produce companies distributing the insecticide include the Roylance Fruit
Company in Provo, the Vogeler Seed and Produce Company in Salt Lake City, and the Griffin Fruit
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The first clear evidence of
the local smelters’ own produc-
tion and distribution of arsenic
based pesticides appears in
1919. The proliferation of
chemical remedies to agricul-
tural problems following World
War |, compelled the state leg-
islature to establish a regulatory
system for the manufacture and
distribution of pesticides within
the state. A directory of such
suppliers appeared in the CPC’s
1919 biennial report showing
USSRCO and numerous east-
ern companies as purveyors of
lead arsenate, but USSRCO
alone as supplier of arsenic,
sodium arsenate, and tricalcium

SMOKE FARMING

Destroy Weeds by Spraying

0SSCo

‘Weed Klller

(80DIUM ARSENITE)

A PRACTICAL, EFFICIENT, ECONOMICAL METHOD
FOR DESTROYING WEEDS.

Experimental work conducted ander w:lﬂely d:ﬁergnt
conditions demonstrated that the Weed Killer produced by
this Company is safe to handle and easy to apply with differ-
ent devices ranging from a small hand pump to large power
outfits. Small plots cax be conveniently covered with & breom
or sprinkling can, ' :

ESPECIALLY VALUABLE AGAINST MORNING-
GLORY, CANADIAN THISTLE AND OTHER NOXIOUS
WEEDS, WILLOWS AND VEGETATION INFESTING
WASTE PLACES.

Apply any time hefore frost h:lle the vegetation. Consult

© your County Agricultural Agent or Crops snd Pests lospector.

United States Smelting, Refining &
Mining Gompany :

Agricultural Department

arsenate. Further, the CPC SALT LAKE OTTY, DTAR
A]so Calcium Arsenate, Arsenate of Lend, Miscible Qil, L!me

indicated that by 1919 local Sulphur, Nicotine Sulphate, Arsenie

.

smelters provided the cheapest Kensier

and most abundant supply of white arsenic, An early USSRCO pesticide
citing a drop in price from seventy cents per
pound at most from previous suppliers to as
little as ten cents per pound from the local
smelters.*

In 1920 the USSRCO smelter at Midvale began running weekly adver-
tisements in the Utah Farmer (formerly Deseret Farmer) for “USSCQO” farm
products for sale by their Agricultural Department. These products included
various kinds of insecticides, fungicides, weed Killers, and poison baits such
as “calcium arsenate, arsenate of lead, miscible oil, lime sulphur, nicotine
sulphate” and plain arsenic, as well as sodium arsenate, copper sulphate and
copper carbonate dust.® The use of such chemicals in the Salt Lake region
would become increasingly common, and the effects of the Salt Lake

advertisement, the Utah Farmer,

October 9, 1920.

Company of Ogden. See advertisements in the Deseret Farmer April 6, 1907; March 28, 1908; and January
16, 1909; Utah State Crops and Pest Commission, Biennial Report, 1919-1920, 28.

“The first federal law regulating the insecticide industry passed in 1910 with an effective date of 1912.
See Utah State Board of Horticulture, Biennial Report of the State Board of Horticulture, 1910-1912, (Salt
Lake City, 1912), 13; Utah State Crops and Pests Commission, Biennial Report, 1919-1920, 21-27, 28, 43,
61-62. A thorough review of the annual and biennial reports of the Crops and Pests Commission and the
Plant Industry Division of the State Department of Agriculture show 1919-1920 to be the only year for
which a directory of pesticide manufacturers and distributors within Utah was published; all succeeding
directories went unpublished and appear not to have survived due to a very limited records retention
schedule.

% Utah Farmer October. 9, 1920; April 16, 1921.

215



UTAH HISTORICAL QUARTERLY

smelters’ manufacture of commercial arsenic would extend far beyond the
borders of Utah and the Intermountain West.

In 1925 EY. Robinson, then vice-president of USSRCO, contributed an
article on commercial grade arsenic to a book on the marketing of metals and
their by-products. Robinson emphasized the preeminent position western
smelters held in the national insecticide industry, stating: “the ordinary com-
mercial or white arsenic is produced, in the United States, largely as a by-
product recovered from flue dust and fume at smelters in the western states.”*
He specifically mentioned three smelting companies producing *“standard
grade white arsenic,” the U. S. Smelting, Refining & Mining Company, the
American Smelting & Refining Company, and the Anaconda Mining
Company (which owned ISRCO at Tooele), and identified the “Salt lake
district” as one of the major centers of commercial arsenic production.*

UAC extension agents and county pest inspectors were the most likely
distributors and consultants for the smelters’ numerous farm products. The
CPC was very clear with their intent to help subsidize a commercial pesti-
cide industry in Utah. Regarding a test application of sodium arsenate on
weeds (with pesticide supplied by USSRCQO), the CPC stated: “Again we
were interested in commercializing such a system if possible, because our
interest lies not in the field of research so much as in practical applica-
tion.”*® As the smelters concentrated increasingly on the production of
chemical pesticides, they often relied on farm extension agents and county
inspectors to provide the necessary instruction to the farmers and indicated
so in their advertisements.” Further, as a service to the farmers, the CPC
frequently ordered the products from the dealers, prepared the products
when necessary, and collected the money for the dealer at no cost.*

This close relation between the smelters and local agricultural institu-
tions deepened further through employment. In 1925 Dr. George R. Hill,
plant pathologist at the UAC and its former director, accepted the position
of director of ASARCO agricultural department—a position he held
through the 1940s. Though Dr. Hill was the most prominent example of
this intimate relationship, numerous similar examples clearly demonstrate
that the smelters’ agricultural departments presented a highly valued
employment opportunity for UAC graduates and faculty.*

Between 1920 and 1935, the use of chemical pesticides in the Salt Lake
and adjacent valleys increased significantly. In 1920 many agriculturists
were decrying the low use of agricultural chemicals for solutions to farm

“ Robinson, “Arsenic,” 13-20.

“7In regard to the relation between arsenical production at western smelters and farmers, Robinson
noted, “A great many of the states, through state entomologists and county farm bureaus, purchase white
arsenic, arsenate of lead, and other insecticides in large quantities at whole sale prices, giving the benefit of
these prices to the local farmers.” Ibid, 16-17.

“ Utah State Crops and Pests Commission, Biennial Report, 1919-1920, 43.

* Utah Farmer, October 9, 1920.

% Utah State Crops and Pests Commission, Biennial Report, 1919-1920, 28, 43, 59.

st Utah Farmer, May 25, 1918; Marcosson, Metal Magic, 257; Ax-1-Dent-Ax, May 1929.
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problems. The investigative commission in the Anderson case, however,
noted that the use of lead arsenate was beginning to be “introduced and
practiced freely in many sections [of the Salt Lake Valley] when the alfalfa
crop is seriously affected by weevil.”®> The USSRCO smelter was the only
advertiser for these products in the Utah Farmer all through the 1920s, sug-
gesting that it may have controlled the local market. By the 1930s, in arti-
cles published in the employee serial Ax-1-Dent-Ax, the company fre-
quently gloated over the widespread use of their arsenical products in the
Salt Lake region, especially on grasshoppers and weeds.*

Finally, the Utah bee poisoning crisis of the 1930s and 1940s, with
which this article began, provides an apt demonstration of the increased use
of these arsenic-based products. By 1945 independent researchers had
clearly established the cause of the poisoning. The widespread and irre-
sponsible application of arsenical insecticides through fruit spraying or crop
dusting was the primary culprit. In a controversial report on the problem,
A. P. Sturtevant, entomologist in charge at the U. S. Bee Culture Laboratory
at the University of Wyoming and lead researcher in the investigation,
noted:

At times during the past, but especially during 1943 and 1944, some careless orchard
spraying while fruit trees were still in bloom resulted in scattered, sometime serious
spring loss of bees. However, a strenuous effort has been made to discourage careless
and poorly timed application of the arsenical and other insecticides. The publicity that
has been given the bee poisoning problem and the need for protecting bees from
orchard spray poisoning has apparently reduced bee poisoning from this source.*

Further, Sturtevant found that “alfalfa weevil control dusting with calci-
um arsenate, applied at a time when bees were actively working various
grasses abundant in the alfalfa fields for pollen” contributed significantly to
the problem.®

Utah’s bee poisoning crisis, consequently, dramatizes a development of
much broader significance. Spurred by a court order to abate their pollu-
tion or stop their operations, the smelters remaining in the central region
of the Salt Lake Valley after 1908 initiated extensive waste recycling pro-
grams that facilitated the production of arsenic-based commercial farm
products for sale locally and regionally to western farmers, and nationally
to other manufacturers and distributors. By the mid 1920s, the ASARCO
and USSRCO smelting operations in the Salt Lake Valley had clearly
become among the nation’s chief purveyors of arsenical farm products and
leading exponents of a chemical based system of farm management. In this
article 1 have attempted to reconstruct the complex negotiations between

5 Swain, “Report on an Investigation,” 332.

2 Ax-1-Dent-Ax April 1930; June 1931; March 1932.

* A. P. Sturtevant, “Adult Honeybees in Utah,” 6-7.

* 1bid. Information on the bitter conflict over the publication of this report, and claims regarding the
smelters’ considerable political influence in the state, are included in the correspondence of the Utah State
Bee Inspector, William L. Moran Papers, USHS.
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local farmers and smelter operators over smelter generated pollution that
led, in part, to the mass production and distribution of arsenic-based chem-
ical farm products and management systems.

Equally important, however, is the fact that these developments inter-
sected with and augmented a concomitant movement for the scientific
reform of western agriculture. Since the 1880s, America’s land-grant
colleges had been developing new mechanical and chemical technologies
to improve the productive capacity and commercial viability of America’s
farms. In response to sustained opposition to unregulated industrial pollu-
tion, Salt Lake area smelters initiated wide-ranging research, development,
and extension programs in agricultural science which built upon and
considerably extended the research already conducted at the colleges.

But the resulting new technologies spawned familiar problems. As farm-
ers increasingly applied the chemicals to their crops, they discovered
problems similar to those caused by the smelters’ earlier unregulated wastes.
Further, the smelters’ dramatic and manipulative displays of scientific power
could interfere with the judicious use of these new chemicals, just as such
displays had often successfully thwarted farmers’ claims for legitimate crop
damage caused by the smelters’ fume. The farmers’ misinterpretation of
crop damage, on the other hand, led to frequent unsubstantiated damage
claims against the smelters. Ultimately, these unsubstantiated claims further
justified agricultural scientists’ calls for the scientific reform of local farming
practices, for which the smelters’ new chemical remedies proved the
primary instrument.
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Race, Space, and Chinese Life in
Late-Nineteenth-Century Salt Lake City

By MICHAEL LANSING

hile historians often point to the segregation and mistreat-

ment faced by Chinese immigrants who lived in Utah in the

late nineteenth-century, few have thoroughly explored the

myriad ways in which those same Chinese Utahns found
themselves defined and marked as socially inferior and racially degenerate.
Whites in Salt Lake City, in particular, identified certain city residents as
Chinese not only though descent and blood but also through the immi-
grants’ language and associations. Together, these characteristics played into
the racial formation of Chinese residents of the city, justifying that segrega-
tion and mistreatment.

Furthermore, those racial formations marked physical places in the urban
landscape. The presence of actual, physical bodies of Chinese immigrants
moving through different spaces in the city—especially outside the city’s
“Chinatown”—threatened to mark those spaces as Chinese. Chinese Salt
Lakers themselves became distinctive and
mobile persons in the spatial arrangement of  wing Hop Laundry, ca. 1910.

Michael Lansing isVisiting Assistant Editor at the Western Historical Quarterly and Visiting Assistant Professor of
History at Utah State University. He thanks Erika Lee,Walter Jones, Sara M. Evans, and David Rich Lewis.
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city life even as whites looked to limit that mobility and keep them in their
places. Ultimately, racial understandings of Chinese residents were made
real through spatial understandings of the city.* In fact, intimately inter-
twined racial constructions of Chinese immigrants and physical spaces in
Salt Lake City defined immigrant experiences of the city. From within
those spaces, however, Chinese residents sometimes transcended the racial
and spatial markers of their inferiority foisted upon them. The Chinese in
Salt Lake City fought to claim and define a Chinese American identity and
a place of their own, one intimately connected to China.

Chinese immigrants first came to Utah in the late 1860s. Working on the
Central Pacific Railroad, these Asian laborers tended to live in temporary
housing along the railroad line. By 1870 the Chinese population living in
the Utah Territory reached 445. With the transcontinental railroad com-
pleted at Promontory Summit, Utah, in 1869, Chinese immigrants clus-
tered in the town of Corrine.? Corrine, established as an early non-LDS
commercial center, lay along the new railroad northwest of Ogden. It
sported a predominantly male Chinese community of “two or three hun-
dred.”® Most continued to work for the Central Pacific. Another group of
Chinese lived in Terrace, another small railroad town one hundred miles
west of Promontory. There, a few Chinese businessmen served the Chinese
railroad laborers.*

Movement away from the old railroad towns to major urban centers
started in the 1880s. Ogden, the main railroad center in Utah by the late
1870s, featured 32 Chinese residents in 1880 and 106 in 1890.° While some
still worked for the railroad, others ran Chinese dry goods shops and board-
ing houses. From there, Chinese residents in Utah went on to found com-
munities in Park City and Salt Lake City.° In Salt Lake City a Chinese
community emerged in the late 1880s around Plum Alley, a block-long
street off the main grid tucked near the center of Salt Lake City’s commer-
cial district. Chinese laundrymen and women also lived and worked in

! For a historical geography of the racial formation of Chinese immigrants in North American cities,
see Kay Anderson, Vancouver’s Chinatown: Racial Discourse in Canada, 1875-1980 (Montreal: McGill-
Queen’s University Press, 1991). For the notion that bodies serve as geographic places, see Robin
Longhurst, “The Body and Geography,” Gender, Place and Culture 2 (1995): 97-105, and Geraldine Pratt,
“Grids of Difference: Place and Identity Formation,” in Cities of Difference, ed. Ruth Fincher and Jane M.
Jacobs (New York: Guilford Press, 1998). For the relationship between race and place, see Donald Mitchell,
Cultural Geography: A Critical Introduction (New York: Blackwell, 2000), 255-58.

2 Dean L. May, Utah: A People’s History (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1987), 141-42; Don
C. Conley, “The Pioneer Chinese of Utah” (master’s thesis, Brigham Young University, 1976), 31-48; Don
C. Conley, “The Pioneer Chinese of Utah,” in The Peoples of Utah, ed. Helen Z. Papanikolas (Salt Lake
City: Utah State Historical Society, 1976), 251-57; “The Early Chinese of the Western United States” in
Our Pioneer Heritage, ed. Kate B. Carter, 20 vols. (Salt Lake City: Daughters of the Utah Pioneers, 1958-
1977), 10: 29-43.

¢ Utah Reporter (Corinne, UT), April 26, 1870.

* Conley,“The Pioneer Chinese,” 254, 258.

° Conley,“The Pioneer Chinese of Utah” (master’s thesis), 58.

¢ For more on Chinese miners in the Mountain West, see Liping Zhu, A Chinaman’s Chance: The
Chinese on the Rocky Mountain Mining Frontier (Boulder: University Press of Colorado, 1997).
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nearby businesses scattered across the central city.” In the midst of founding
this new community, residents found the effects of national exclusion laws
took their toll. While there were 806 Chinese in Utah in 1890, only 572
remained in 1900.° Those who stayed emigrated to the new state’s urban
Chinese communities—especially Salt Lake City’s.

The Chinese community in Salt Lake City during the 1890s proved
more complex than most white contemporaries realized.® While many
Chinese lived along Plum Alley, laundry operators tended to live outside
the so-called Chinatown. In those laundries, Chinese owners and laborers
scrubbed clothes for locals and for hotel visitors.* A handful of Chinese
Salt Lakers worked as domestic servants, cooks, and baby sitters for white
families.* Beyond that, Chinese market farmers who sold their crops on
city street corners and at the city market lived in the outer reaches of the
city. In fact, working garden plots in and beyond the city limits constituted
another primary occupation for Chinese citizens of Salt Lake City.
Drawing on the city’s layout—originally meant to encourage agriculture in
the urban environment with wide blocks, low building density, and large
lots—these Chinese farmers moved into a void left by white residents as
the city came to resemble more closely other late nineteenth-century
American cities. They took over urban garden plots and, unintentionally,
kept the Mormon ideal of an agricultural city alive long after that commu-
nity abandoned the idea. Watched closely by city police, these Chinese
farmers often found themselves cited for breaking city ordinances when
they looked to sell their wares on city streets and at city markets.
Nonetheless, they proved a crucial component of the city’s economy, and
so city government sometimes tolerated their presence.*

7 Liza C. Julien, “The Transitional Landscape and Architecture of Downtown Salt Lake City, 1898-
1911,” (master’s thesis, University of Utah, 1995), 20.

¢ John H.Yang, comp., Asian Americans in Utah: A Living History (Salt Lake City: State of Utah Office of
Asian Affairs, 1999), 445.

° Daniel Liestman’s work remains the best synthesis of the Chinese experience in Utah, and proved
important to my own understandings of Chinese life in Salt Lake City. See Daniel Liestman, “Utah’s
Chinatowns: The Development and Decline of Extinct Ethnic Enclaves,” Utah Historical Quarterly 64
(Winter 1996): 70-95. As Dorothy Fujita-Rony points out, the emphasis on strictly bounded Chinatowns
in Asian American history, however, misses “people’s movements in and through these demarcated spaces.”
See Dorothy B. Fujita-Rony, American Workers, Colonial Power: Philippine Seattle and the Transpacific \West,
1919-1941 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2003), 13.

9 Examination of the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps for Salt Lake City in 1898 suggests that many laun-
dry owners strategically located their businesses next to or across the street from hotels. Those maps are
located in Special Collections, Marriott Library, University of Utah, Salt Lake City.

* Liestman mentions Chinese workers residing with white families in these occupations across Utah.
Don Conley also mentions them—drawing from the 1880 census. As far as one can tell from the 1900
Census, of the 206 Chinese residents in Salt Lake City that year, only three worked as servants in white
families, and one worked as a cook for the same. See Liestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 87, and Conley, “The
Pioneer Chinese of Utah” (master’ thesis), 64.

2 Liestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 87. For urban agriculture in Salt Lake City more generally, as well as
the shift away from that model, see Esther Ruth Truitt, “Home Gardening On City Lots in the Salt Lake
Valley, 1847-1918,” (master’s thesis, University of Connecticut, 1986). University of Utah archivist Walter
Jones is currently researching the history of Salt Lake City Chinese market gardeners. He brought them to
my attention and graciously shared his research materials and insights on their story.
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The shift of the Chinese population to the state’s major cities as well as
the transnational connections forged by the Chinese residents who lived in
them emerged against the backdrop of a new national policy towards
Chinese immigrants. While the United States welcomed and even encour-
aged Chinese laborers to emigrate in the 1860s, by 1882 Congress passed
the Chinese Exclusion Act, which effectively ended the legal immigration
of Chinese workers to the United States. Those already living across the
nation were denied naturalized citizenship. Fearing race-based class con-
flict, Congress listened closely as white-dominated labor unions blamed
Chinese workers for labor trouble.”* Expanded in 1888 to include all but
“Chinese officials, teachers, students, tourists, and merchants,” the act was
renewed in 1892 for another ten years.** A number of Chinese men con-
tinued to immigrate to the United States, however, with faked paperwork
that suggested merchant status.*®

More generally, the exclusion acts and their renewal signaled a shift in
the nation’s immigration policy. Targeting an immigrant group by race and
class for the first time, the gate keeping inherent in the Chinese exclusion
acts ultimately meant that immigrants found themselves racially defined by
blood and kinship in quantifiable and regulated ways. Indeed, government
officials and bureaucrats created new forms of regulation and identification
for those recognized as Chinese. In this way, the exclusion acts not only
defined those Chinese attempting to enter the country but also worked to
racially identify the Chinese already living in the United States. Saddled
with a legal status based on their race that remained in constant jeopardy,
Chinese immigrants fought back by challenging the racial formulations
that emerged in these regulations.*

That a number of Chinese immigrants congregated along Plum Alley in
the late 1880s and 1890s meant white Salt Lakers could claim a Chinatown

% For more on Chinese railroad laborers and exclusion, see Alexander Saxton, The Indispensable Enemy:
Labor and the Anti-Chinese Movement in California (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1971). Unlike
Saxton, Andrew Gyory points the blame for exclusion away from labor and onto Congress in Closing the
Gate: Race, Politics, and the Chinese Exclusion Act (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998).
Saxton’s analysis remains more compelling. The same Congress that voted for the Chinese Exclusion Act
also enacted the landmark anti-polygamy Edmunds Act that so affected Utah that year.

“ Ronald Takaki, Strangers From A Different Shore: A History of Asian Americans (Boston: Little, Brown,
1989), 111. For more on the history of the laws targeting Chinese immigrants, see Erika Lee, At America’s
Gates: Chinese Immigration During the Exclusion Era, 1882-1943 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 2003), and Lucy E. Sayler, Laws Harsh as Tigers: Chinese Immigrants and the Shaping of Modern
Immigration Law (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1995). The Chinese Exclusion Act sig-
naled a new government willingness to actively classify immigrants’ suitability and restrict entry for racial
reasons. For more on the act as a turning point in American immigration law more generally, see Erika
Lee, “Immigrants and Immigration Law: A State of the Field Assessment,” Journal of American Ethnic History
18 (Summer 1999): 85-114.

5 Indeed, a number of the Chinese who lived and worked in Utah through the 1890s intended to go
back. Don C. Conley,“The Pioneer Chinese of Utah,” in The Peoples of Utah, 259.

©See Erika Lee, At America’s Gates; Sucheng Chan, ed. Entry Denied: Exclusion and the Chinese
Community in America, 1882-1943 (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1991); Sucheng Chan and K.
Scott Wong, eds., Claiming America: Constructing Chinese American ldentities during the Exclusion Era
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1998).
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in their midst. In fact, even before a substan-  commercial Street in Sait Lake
tial Chinese settlement could be identified in iy, seprember 23, 1909.
Salt Lake City, “a ‘place’ for them already had
a distinct reality in the consciousness” of the white residents of the city."
While they never formally zoned for a Chinese district, white citizens
attempted to do exactly that in 1874 and 1882. By the late 1880s, enough
Chinese immigrants lived in Salt Lake City along Plum Alley and into
some parts of adjacent Commercial Street to create a Chinatown that met
white expectations.®® In fact, Chinatown emerged from not just the group-
ing of these foreign immigrants together but from the expectation that
they be grouped together. In September 1888 the Salt Lake Tribune com-
plained, “twenty four Chinamen had been wont to sleep under the roof of
the Chinese store” after the “demolition of the East First South street
shanties.”*® A year later, the newspaper prematurely bleated that Chinatown
was “doomed.” Andrew Meick was building “a brick bottling house” to
replace the “old rookeries” on the back-side of Commercial Street.
Originally “erected” fifteen years previous “especially for the Chinese,” the
“rookeries” earned a reputation as the “toughest looking layout™ in town.?
Racism and its most notable tool—exclusion—accounted for a statistical
drop in the Chinese population in Utah in the 1890s. Chinese residents of
Salt Lake City reacted by clustering more tightly around Plum Alley and
Commercial Street. Unable to rent rooms or homes near their work due to
racial segregation, Chinese residents of the city lived in the crowded board-

7 A similar process took place inVancouver, British Columbia. See Anderson, Vancouver’s Chinatown, 80.
1 |iestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 92, 72.

19 Salt Lake Tribune, September 6, 1888.

2 |bid., September 28, 1889.
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ing houses above the shops on those thoroughfares.® In this sense, white
residents ensured that race defined this part of the city by making certain
that most of the Chinese immigrants in Salt Lake City physically inhabited
that space. Chinese laundries remained an exception to Chinese living pat-
terns, yet even there, race worked in a spatial fashion. In 1890, of the thir-
teen laundries listed in the city directory, ten were owned and operated by
Chinese businessmen, most of which were beyond the bounds of Plum
Alley. By 1898 Chinese men ran eleven of the seventeen laundries in the
growing city. By 1904 Chinese residents ran only eleven of the twenty-one
laundries. Even as Salt Lake City’s population grew—and with it the
demand for laundry service—Chinese laundries faced a steadily dropping
share of the dirty clothes market.?? Fragmentary evidence suggests that
Gentiles preferred to frequent Chinese laundries in the years before 1896 as
they tried to avoid doing business with LDS members.? Yet only a year
earlier, the Salt Lake Herald lustily reprinted an article from the Washington
Times suggesting real Americans with dirty laundry needed to never “spend
another cent with a Chinaman.”* The message seemed clear—whites
needed to work across religious lines to undercut Chinese laundry domi-
nance. With statehood, Mormon and Gentile laundry operators alike did
exactly that. Their inroads in Salt Lake City’s laundry business slowly
squeezed Chinese laundry operators. In September 1898, “John Brooks,
superintendent of the Troy laundry,” left for a national “laundryman’s con-
vention” in Cincinnati. The Salt Lake Herald happily pointed out that he
would serve there as “the delegate from Utah.”?* While he planned to study
“up all improvements in the laundry business,” one doubts he planned to
share those improvements with his Chinese competitors.® By 1900 the Salt
Lake Tribune noted that “the establishment of the big steam laundries by
white men” proffered a “serious financial blow” to Chinese laundry opera-

2 Sanborn fire insurance maps from 1898 clearly demarcate these boarding houses as “Chine.”

2 R.L. Polk’s Salt Lake City Directory, 1890 (Salt Lake City: R.L. Polk & Co., 1890), 726; R.L. Polk’ Salt
Lake City Directory, 1896 (Salt Lake City: R.L. Polk & Co., 1896), 791; R.L. Polk’s Salt Lake City Directory,
1904 (Salt Lake City: R.L. Polk & Co.,1904), 1005.

#See Liestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 84. The Gentile-Mormon divide (and divisiveness) made Salt
Lake City’s Chinese experience stand out. The nearby majority Gentile town of Ogden saw a white boy-
cott of all Chinese businesses organized by the Knights of Labor in 1885. Ibid., 82. Well into the late
1890s, Rocky Mountain Chinese communities faced periodic white boycotts—often railing in stereotypi-
cal language about laundrymen and making them a particular target, as was the case in Butte, Montana, in
1897. See Rose Hum Lee, “The Growth and Decline of Chinese Communities in the Rocky Mountain
Region,” (Ph. D. diss., University of Chicago, 1947), 111-16, and Stacy A. Flaherty, “Boycott in Butte:
Organized Labor and the Chinese Community, 1896-1897,” Montana The Magazine of Western History 37
(Winter 1987): 34-47. The Chinese in Salt Lake City seem to have never faced outright organized boy-
cotts.

% Salt Lake Herald, July 18, 1895.

% |bid., September 6, 1898.

% One can see a precipitous drop in the number of Chinese market gardeners—the other major occu-
pation that might point to both the shrinking Chinese community and its physical dispersal beyond Plum
Alley—Dbetween 1900 and 1910. But without the raw data from the 1890 census to compare to the 1900
census, one can only rely on laundries to describe the shrinking Chinese community in Salt Lake City in
this fashion.
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tors across the city, even as it
worked to force those opera-
tors to give up their busi-
nesses and move into
Chinatown through the early
1900s.7

Before giving up his laun-
dry operation outside
Chinatown, Quong Wah, for
instance, found his Chinese
identity racially demarcated
in the Salt Lake City papers
in September 1898. Wah'’s
attempt to marry Dora
Harris, a part white, part
black woman, failed when
Deputy County Clerk
George Blair refused to issue
a marriage license to the
couple. He noted that Harris could be sait Lake city’s Plum Alley.
considered white, and the marriage would
then be in violation of the state’s miscegenation laws. Given Blair’s initial
refusal, Wah sent for Quong Chung Yuen, “the Commercial street
merchant” and unofficial spokesperson for the city’s Chinese community.
According to the Salt Lake Herald reporter, further negotiations were “post-
poned till Mr.Yuen [put] in his appearance.” Yuen’s coming, “after a few
minutes delay,” cheered up the prospective bride and groom. Though
“ill-at-ease,” Wah instructed his friend, “Yuen, the interpreter,” to tell
“Deputy Blair that he ‘lubed Mliss Harrllis’ and wanted a ‘lishens to mally
her.” With the reason for the visit again made clear, “Deputy Clerk Blair”
invited “the trio into™ his “private office.” He wanted to figure out whether
or not he could “legally issue a license to the Chinaman and the girl whose
complexion is that of a Caucasion.”? While newspaper readers thrilled to
the potential in the crossing of racial lines—a potential ultimately snuffed
out by Blair—the article itself accentuated the Chineseness of both Wah
and Yuen by emphasizing Yuen’s accent. Clear reference to that Chinese
accent shaped readers’ perceptions and confirmed their assumptions of
Chinese city dwellers even as it embodied the racist attitudes of the white
community.

Language, alone, however, did not make one Chinese in late nineteenth-

UTAH STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY

2 Salt Lake Tribune, February 7, 1900. For an in depth look at Chinese laundries, see Paul C. P. Siu,
“The Chinese Laundryman: A Study of Social Isolation,” (Ph. D. diss., University of Chicago, 1953). Siu’s
mid-twentieth-century sociological study nonetheless opens a window into the day-to-day existence of
Chinese laundrymen fifty years earlier.

% Salt Lake Herald, September 16, 1898.
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century Salt Lake City. Besides legal issues surrounding immigration and
residency and newspaper reports that pointed out poor English, the internal
affairs of Chinese residents in Salt Lake City sharpened their status as for-
eign. A shrine known to whites as a “joss house” resided in a room above
Ah Woo’s store at 13 Plum Alley. A Salt Lake City reporter described it in
1902, noting its central figure, a god of war. He described at length the
offerings of food and incense in front of the shrine, illuminated by con-
stantly lit candles. The shrine indeed served as a center of the Chinese
community in Salt Lake City, though there was nothing foreign about it to
the Chinese who visited the shrine.” Secret societies, tongs, or associations
also served to unite Chinese immigrants. Many societies and associations
worked for political advocacy on Chinese American issues. In Salt Lake
City’s small Chinese community, the Bing Kung Tong functioned as an
organization offering jobs, transportation, letter-writing services—many of
the tools needed by immigrants in a strange land.* Meeting frequently in
the boarding houses of Plum Alley, the group also provided a social outlet,
especially for popular games of chance. A late night society meeting,
described in the Deseret News in September 1898, involved “about twenty
Chinamen performing the rites of a sort of freemasonry.” To the reporter,
this society’s rituals proved “as weird as could be imagined.”* For the
members of the organization, the rituals connected members together in a
support network. It kept alive links to other Chinese communities across
the United States as well as across the Pacific.®> But to local whites, it
offered a set of physical associations with Chinese culture that struck
whites as strange.

Internal divisions in the city’s Chinese population also gave white citi-
zens the opportunity to shape the contours of the Chinese experience in
Salt Lake City. In March 1897 the Chinese community arose in furor over
money mismanagement. The trial that resulted in the city’s police court
involved Yee Yen, a prominent financial agent. Yen skipped town with
around eight thousand dollars belonging to various Chinese men in Salt

» Deseret Evening News, February 8, 1902.

® Conley, “Pioneer Chinese of Utah,” 77-79.

3 Deseret News, September 7, 1898. It is impossible to know whether or not the reporter was describing
a meeting of the Bing Kung Tong or another secret society whose precise existence cannot be pinpointed.
Most Chinese communities—especially by the mid 1890s—sported a number of such organizations. The
political upheaval in the Chinese American community after the renewal of exclusionary immigration
policies in 1893 insured competition between the societies as each claimed and worked to better serve its
members in an increasingly hostile environment. See Douglas W. Lee, “Sacred Cows and Paper Tigers:
Politics in Chinese America, 1880-1900,” Annals of the Chinese Historical Society of the Pacific Northwest 3
(1985-86): 86-103. While the tongs’ competition sometimes led to violence, the stereotype of the tongs as
violent gangs is overblown. No record of such violence exists for Salt Lake City’s Chinese community in
the 1890s, though a tong killing in Salt Lake City in 1883 between the Hoo Sing and Bing Kung associa-
tions may have predicated the rise of the latter over the former in the earlier period. See Liestman,“Utah’s
Chinatowns,” 78.

® These societies linked Chinese communities across America—most were headquartered in San
Francisco or grew up in response to San Franciscan control of the national Chinese community. See Lee,
“Sacred Cows and Paper Tigers.”

226



RACE, SPACE, AND CHINESE LIFE

Lake City, but was captured by officials and returned to Salt Lake City for
trial. Yen’s crime—and his fate—attracted the Chinese consul from San
Francisco even as the incident threatened to divide Salt Lake’s Chinese
community. The consul, Yee Ling, came to Salt Lake City and coached the
prosecution, looking to solve this divisive issue. But there was a problem.
The presiding judge noted that Chinese witnesses could not make an “oath
to a covenant or form, which could be, in no wise [sic], binding up on
their consciences.” He argued that since the Chinese did not believe in
Christianity, they could not swear an oath to God.Yet their testimony—and
honesty—needed to be validated. After consultation over the suitability of
killing a chicken in the courtroom, the judge substituted a less bloody
Chinese oath. Burning “joss sticks,” the witnesses swore to honesty. “If we
do not tell the truth we will be ready to be put out like the joss stick,” they
declared, dropping the lit incense to “the floor sharply.” Indeed, one
reporter told readers that many Chinese spectators “brought the aromatic
atmosphere of the east” into the court with them. The prodigious use of
incense infused clothing and insured that Chinese bodies stood out as for-
eign. Coupled with actions and beliefs embodying their foreignness, this
made it easy for whites to point out their status as sojourners.** With their
testimony accepted, Yen found himself convicted. The entire affair empha-
sized the racial marking that emerged in the yawning gulf between Chinese
and American ways of life as well as the daily struggle by Chinese immi-
grants and local residents to make sense of that gulf.

In the eyes of most whites, incense could never cover up the dirt and
disease—the former suggested by the latter—that supposedly permeated
Chinatown. Plum Alley and its environs became a germ haven by virtue of
the prominence of Chinese bodies.** Simply put, to white observers,
Chinatown’s cleanliness paled in comparison to the broader city.* The
buildings in it proved densely packed with Chinese residents. The very
architecture of Chinatown allowed for flexible use and supposedly led to
poor health as well as immorality.*® In 1900 a “three-story brick building,
modern in every respect,” proposed for “the corner of Commercial Street
and Plum alley” by “Celestial Capitalists” would feature stores on the
ground floor, apartments above, and room for “Chinese Masons and
Chinese Odd Fellows” on the third floor.*” Utility emerged as the most
important aspect of any building in Chinatown, given the racism that
spatially constricted Chinese life in Salt Lake City. Large numbers of

% Salt Lake Herald, March 19, 1897; Liestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 79.

* For a similar situation in San Francisco, see Nayan Shah, Contagious Divides: Epidemics and Race in San
Francisco’s Chinatown (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001).

® The revolution in public health fostered by Louis Pasteur’s “discovery” of germs in the 1870s—as
well as the absolute transformations of public health understandings in Europe and in America can be
found in Bruno Latour, The Pasteurization of France (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988).

% Don Mitchell points this out about Chinatowns across California in his The Lie of the Land: Migrant
Workers and the California Landscape (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996), 96.

¥ Salt Lake Tribune, February 7, 1900.
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single male boarders lived
in Chinatown, crammed
together in small spaces. In
1900, ten Chinese men
lived at 12 Plum Alley
(along with the *joss
house” mentioned earlier).
Fifty-one Plum Alley, with
three stories and a base-
ment, sported a store on the
T first floor and twenty
P \ Chinese boarders. A narrow
' R\ three-story building at 15
¥ S !4 3 Commercial Street housed
g AR twenty- six Chinese men
' o and four Chinese women.
Interior of a building located on In a city modeled on spacious city blocks,
Salt Lake City’s Plum Alley in streets, and buildings, close quarters of mostly
1940, single men signaled poor health as well as
immorality. It also highlighted the peculiarity
(to white residents) of bachelors living in close quarters—a living situation
that signaled unhealthy sexual perversion. Historian Nayan Shah suggests
that the resulting “queer domesticity” challenged, threatened, and under-
mined white middle class ideals of living, as well as morality and health.®
Even the smells of the Chinese boarders pointed to the public health threat
Chinatown posed to the city at large. According to a writer for the Salt
Lake Herald, those Chinese bodies smelled of “steeped tea leaves, a deathlike
odor of opium, and other indefinable perfumes of Asia.”’* Their “aromatic
atmosphere” struck white noses.® In fact, the bodies of the collectively
cramped Chinese residents of Chinatown made for a “dark and badly-
scented alley.”*

It was also thought that the actions of those bodies brought disease to
the area. Chinese laundries and boarding houses could be fined for “a nui-
sance in the shape of a cesspool” behind the buildings.” Cesspools bred
germs. That Chinese workers lived in spaces that fostered daily contact with
cesspools further fixed the uncleanliness of both. Together with Chinese
residents, the cesspools made for the “uncleanly and foul smelling precincts
of Plum Alley.”** According to the Salt Lake Tribune, even the “darkness of
plum alley” bred diseases, given the belief that light seemed to hold some

:!||L;]i.n}

Q.

* Shah, Contagious Divides, 77-104.

* Salt Lake Herald, March 19, 1897.

“ 1bid.

“ Salt Lake Tribune, October 15, 1900.

2 Salt Lake Herald, September 29, 1888.
“ Deseret Evening News, February 8, 1902.
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germs at bay.* The use of light and dark to describe Salt Lake City’s
Chinatown proved more than metaphorical. After all, it was a place inhabit-
ed by non-white bodies. Those diseases—supposedly fostered by Chinese
actions and associations—carried weighty consequences when the germs
could potentially spread beyond Plum Alley, as they seemed to do in April
1891. That month, San Francisco police arrested a “Chinese leper woman,
Choy” from Salt Lake City. In the midst of an ongoing campaign against
Chinese lepers, San Francisco authorities asserted that the city had enough
to worry about “without having to keep hospitals for all the states and ter-
ritories of the Pacific slope.”* Ah Choy would be returned to Salt Lake
City. Meantime, the Salt Lake Herald argued, “our municipal authorities
should investigate the matter.” “If the woman did not come from this city,”
the paper suggested, they should “forbid her coming here.”* As one of the
diseases most associated with the Chinese in America, and as a disease of
the flesh, leprosy seemed to be spread through physical contact—sexual or
otherwise.”” In a country where the physical degradation of blood account-
ed for racial inferiority and defined personal identities, the already well
known poor quality of blood in Chinese bodies made them seem well-
suited for carrying disease.” The supposedly degenerate blood of the bodies
of Chinese immigrants made those bodies havens for germs. That Chinese
public health offenders could be cited again and again further suggested to
whites they did not care about cesspools or the lepers in their midst. In
fact, it reinforced notions that Chinese residents were comfortable with
germs in and around their bodies.

Particular crimes that emerged as specifically Chinese—because they
seemed to cluster in the buildings along Plum Alley—also racially marked
Chinese localities as dirty and immoral. Gambling and opium use, both
central to Chinese lifestyles, proved Chinese residents’ immorality to white
observers. The first police raid on Chinese opium use and gambling in Salt
Lake City took place in 1879, in Plum Alley.* Arrest records for gambling
offences consistently cited addresses in Chinatown through the 1890s.* In
1898, nineteen of the forty-five arrests by city police of Chinese lawbreak-
ers involved “keeping a gambling house.” One man, Chin Chin, paid a $20
fine five times that year.®® Gambling itself was not the issue. Creating a

“ Salt Lake Tribune, October 15, 1900.

“ Salt Lake Herald, April 14, 1891. For that campaign, see Shah, Contagious Divides, 97-101.

“ Salt Lake Herald, April 14, 1891.

7 Shah, Contagious Divides, 100.

“ See Stuart C. Gilman, “Degeneracy and Race in the Nineteenth Century: The Impact of Clinical
Medicine,” Journal of Ethnic Studies 10, no. 4 (1983): 27-50; George W. Stocking, Jr., “The Turn-of-the-
Century Concept of Race,” Modernism/Modernity 1, no. 1 (1993): 4-16; Sarah E. Chinn, Technology and the
Logic of American Racism: A Cultural History of the Body as Evidence (New York: Continuum, 2000).

* Salt Lake Daily Herald, November 20, 1879.

% Salt Lake City Police Department, Register of Arrests, D4611, Box 1 and 2, Utah State Archives.
Through 1895, 51 Plum Alley was cited several times, as were 5, 11, 12, and 49 Plum Alley. In 1896, 13 and
15 Plum Alley were cited. After 1896, addresses were not noted.

5t Salt Lake City Police Department, Register of Arrests, D4611, Box 2, Utah State Archives.
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space to gamble, and offering it to others, was. Gambling houses also served
as venues for smoking opium. The presence of Chinese opium suppliers
and ready customers willing to part with money not only made the spaces
for gambling immoral, but also made them prime police targets for drug
infractions. Policemen periodically raided the houses, fining the propri-
etors, or jailing them. Most of the arrests made in Chinese opium dens
(which were almost always gambling dens as well) in the 1890s involved
white customers.® The one explicit raid on Chinese opium users in 1898
found Ah Ling arrested alongside a white laborer named Charles Johnson.
Johnson served ten days in the city jail, while Ling got off with no fine or
jail time.* The city police court assumed Chinese opiate use as natural to
their racial degradation as well as their living spaces, but worked to obstruct
white use of the same.

Discouraging white gambling, opium use, and other vices proved diffi-
cult for city fathers when Chinatown sported, as the Salt Lake Tribune put
it, sociable “Japanese, Chinese, negroes, and whites” on any given night.*
When coupled with gambling and opium use, Chinatown became a place
for white Americans to come in contact with the supposedly diseased
bodies of the Chinese, thereby becoming a threat to the cleanliness of the
entire city. Chinatown’s cordoned off attractions mixed bodies. The thing
that brought all those bodies together, across racial lines, was immorality.
Importantly, the mixing of non-Chinese bodies with Chinese bodies in a
place defined as Chinese led to shared immorality. The non-Chinese resi-
dents of Chinatown—prostitutes—insured more literal physical sharing,
embodying the ultimate immorality of Salt Lake City’s Chinese district. In
1898 not a single Chinese person was arrested as a prostitute or in consort
with prostitutes, unlike many black and white men. Nor were any Chinese
prostitutes living and working in Salt Lake City in 1898.* Yet a link
between sexual immorality and Chinatown flourished in the minds of
Utahns because the spatial locus of prostitution overlapped with
Chinatown. Prostitutes of every other race worked in buildings along
Commercial Street. Just a quarter of a block away, Plum Alley featured a
“female boarding house” across the street from Chinese stores and apart-

% Salt Lake City Police Department, Register of Arrests, D4611, Box 1 and 2, Utah State Archives.

% 1bid., Box 2.

% Salt Lake Tribune, October 15, 1900.

% Liestman notes the arrest of two Chinese women on prostitution charges in the 1870s in Salt Lake
City. See Liestman, “Utah’s Chinatowns,” 78. Census records for 1900 do not suggest the presence of
Chinese prostitutes in Plum Alley. No Chinese women seem to have been arrested for prostitution in the
1890s, though a trio of Japanese women was picked up regularly. See Salt Lake City Police Department,
Register of Arrests, D4611, Box 1 and 2, Utah StateArchives. For the broad story of prostitution in Salt
Lake City, see Jeffrey Donald Nichols, “Prostitution and Polygamy: The Contest Over Morality in Salt
Lake City, 1847-1918,” (Ph.D. diss., University of Utah, 1998) and Prostitution, Polygamy, and Power: Salt
Lake City, 1847-1918 (Urbana and Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 2002). For prostitution in the
American West, see Anne M. Butler, Daughters of Joy, Sisters of Misery: Prostitution in the American West
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1985).
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ments, and another between those stores and dwellings and a Chinese tene-
ment on the same side. The alley also sported saloons suitable for picking
up customers.®

On a typical Saturday evening, one could *“occasionally” see “a female
figure” flit “in from one of the side streets” and be “swallowed up in...Plum
Alley””s” With prostitution firmly entrenched there, Chinatown emerged as
a serious threat to respectable white citizens. The mixing of sex, alcohol,
gambling, and opium could lead to an occasional “pistol shot...heard to
ring out from Plum alley”*®* Crimes committed by Chinese residents
against non-Chinese visitors to Plum Alley or the associated businesses and
residences on Commercial Street were rare. Instead, most of the reported
crime in the district involved whites or blacks. In 1893, one client of a
house on Plum Alley met up with his angry wife, who “located her hubby,
dragged him by the coat collar out of the house and compelled him, at the
business end of a knife, to...return home with her” That same night, an
African American prostitute down the alley and around the corner found
herself the victim of “assault with a deadly weapon.” She survived, but the
miner who shot her ended up in jail.*

Chinatown’s feminine attractions led to the regulation of white associa-
tion with Chinese dwellers there. As early as 1891, Salt Lake City’s
Chinatown and its Chinese residents became the focus of a major prostitu-
tion investigation. The U.S. Marshal for Utah Territory, Elias Parsons, began
a “crusade in the interest of moral reform” by “raiding Jim Ling’s opium
den on Commercial Street” as well as “Wing Hop’s gambling game on the
same thoroughfare”” Many in the city expected him to turn to the “large
brick building” around t